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THE BOOK OF THE COVENANT 


By JULIAN MORGENSTERN, Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, Ohio 


I 
INTRODUCTION 


alg HE basic problem in the critical study of the Book of the 
Covenant is altogether different from that attendant upon 
our investigation of the Kenite Document. Here it is the 
problem of the determination of the various strata of a docu- 
ment, which, it is manifest almost on the surface, is com-= 
posite, and of the historic and religious significance of these 
various strata and of the composite document as a whole. 
The hypotheses which have been advanced regarding the 
literary history of the Book of the Covenant cover a wide 
range indeed, though by no means as extensive as in the case 
of the Kenite Document. There is a practical unanimity of 
opinion among Biblical scholars that the Book of the Covenant 
is a part of the Elohist Code; but not all are clear as to 
whether they regard it as an integral part of this Code, or 
as an older piece of writing incorporated by editorial pro- 
cesses into E. The hypothesis most generally accepted is that © 
developed by Baentsch,! that the Book of the Covenant is 
. pre-prophetic in character, and was compiled in the Northern 
Kingdom towards the end of the goth or in the early part 
of the 8th century B.c., and was later incorporated editorially 
into E. He contends, and undoubtedly correctly, that the 
cultural background of the laws of C is not at all that of 
the desert and of the age of Moses, but is rather that of the 
Northern Kingdom and of an age when the agricultural life 
and the social and religious institutions had already experienced 
a considerable development. Moreover, Baentsch recognizes 
that those laws which parallel the laws of K are, in the main 


1 Das Bundesbuch, 1892, and Handkommentar zu Exodus, Leviticus und 
Numeri, 1903. 
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at least, later than and dependent upon their K parallels. This 
fact, too, precludes an all too early date. 

On the other hand, a judgment in extreme opposition to 
this is offered by Eerdmans.2 He holds that the Book of the 
Covenant is a literary unit and the product of the Mosaic age. 
His arguments are almost entirely negative in character, 1.e. 
he regards the evidence cited by Baentsch and others for a 
later date and for composition in the Northern Kingdom as 
invalid, or at least as of little or no significance, and main- 
tains that the religious, social and cultural background of 
C could be quite as much that of the age of Moses as of a 
later time. He offers little or no positive evidence, however, 
to establish his contention that C is the actual product of the 
age of Moses. 

Two interesting variations of the generally accepted 
hypothesis of Baentsch and others have been advanced. 
Kuenen * suggested, that the Book of the Covenant does not 
stand in its original position, that actually it represents Moses’ 
last revelation of law to Israel just before his death, and 
must have stood originally where Deuteronomy stands now, 
and that it was removed from this, its first and logical place, 
and inserted in its present position by Deuteronomic writers 
or editors who coveted its original position for their own code. 
It is indeed a daring and suggestive hypothesis, and the 
standing of its author as a Biblical scholar, as well as certain 
significant statements in the early chapters of Deuteronomy, 
which we shall have to consider in detail in the proper place, 
entitle this hypothesis to at least respectful consideration. 
Quite interesting, although advanced haltingly and entirely 
as a hypothesis unsupported by direct evidence, is the suggestion 
of Carpenter‘ that the Book of the Covenant, with its laws 
of various kinds, ought to be correlated with the different 
_laws which, according to Ex. 18. 16, Moses communicated 
to Israel at the Tent of Meeting. Paralleling this hypothesis 


2 Alttestamentliche Studien, MW, 121-131. 

3 Cited by Carpenter and Harford, The Composition of the Hexateuch, 208 f. 
I have not been able to locate the original of this citation. 

4 Op. cit., 209. 
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somewhat is that of Reuss,5 that the Book of the Covenant 
is the product of the Southern Kingdom and of the reign of 
Jehosaphat. He bases his hypothesis upon a literal acceptance 
of the tradition recorded in II Chron. 17. 7—9 and 19. 5 ff. 
as historical, and an altogether gratuitous identification of 
the “Book of the Law of Yahwe” of 17. 9 with the Book of 
the Covenant. In similar manner, and with equal lack of 
evidence, Stade® maintains that the Book of the Covenant 
was compiled in the Southern Kingdom, but during the reign 
of Manasseh, and therefore preceded by but a few years the 
Deuteronomic Code, which is, in turn, partly dependent 
upon it. 
Furthermore, since Baentsch’s important monograph 
appeared,” Biblical scholars, with apparently the single out- 
standing exception of Eerdmans, have agreed that the Book 
of the Covenant is not a literary unit, but is composed of two 
disticnt strata, the one consisting of the “words” (o55), 
Ex. 20. 23-26; 22. 27-30, and 23. 10-19, coupled with a 
brief narrative setting in 24.3—8, and the other consisting of 
the remaining laws of this Book, designated by the general 
title “judgments” (nwaws), and contained in 21.1—22.26 
and 23.1—9. However, not all the laws of this latter group 
are actually “judgments”; rather, the original group of 
“judgments” has been supplemented by a considerable 
number of other laws, some of them of a peculiar and quite 
distinctive form, and in large part Deuteronomic in content 
and spirit and of editorial character. 

In the article which immediately precedes this in this 
series of studies,2 we have had occasion to discuss in detail 
the close relationship between the laws of the Kenite Docu- 
ment and their parallels in the Book of the Covenant. We 
have concluded that in the main the K version of these laws 
is the older, and in its present wording is closer to the original 
version of these laws than is the version in C. We have con- 


5 Die Geschichte der Heiligen Schrift des Alten Testaments, 231-234. 
6 Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 1, 635-638. 


7 Das Bundesbuch, 1892. 
8 “The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), 1-138. 
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cluded, moreover, that the Kenite Document was composed 
in the Southern Kingdom in 899B.c., under Kenite or Rechab- 
ite influence, and constituted the literary basis or program 
of the religious reformation in the fifteenth year of Asa. 
We have likewise concluded that the Kenite Document, or at 
least the laws thereof, its most essential part, were trans- 
mitted to the Northern Kingdom by Jonadab ben Rechab 
fifty-seven years later, were modified somewhat to adapt them 
to the more advanced economic and cultural conditions ob- 
taining there at that time, and constituted the basis of the 
religious portion of the reformation and political revolution 
sponsored by Elisha, Jehu and Jonadab ben Rechab in 842 B.c. 
This conclusion implies, of course, that the Book of the 
Covenant is not a literary unit, that only those laws, the 
“words,” unmistakable in form and content, which parallel 
or are manifestly of the same class as the laws of K, and ako, 
of course, the narrative setting, are integral in this document, 
and that all the remaining laws are secondary and insertions 
into the main document. This article will endeavor to present 
further evidence in support of these conclusions and also to 
develop these conclusions further along lines of far-reaching 
significance for the study of Israel’s history, and particularly 
of its religious, social and economic evolution. 

As with our study of the Kenite Document, it will be 
well to begin our analysis of the Book of the Covenant with 
a detailed consideration of its narrative setting, before we 
undertake the analysis of its laws. 


II 
Exopus 24. 3—8 


Scholars have long recognized that Ex. 23.20-33 have 
no relation whatsoever to C, but are partly Elohistic and 
partly Deuteronomic. 24.1-2 and 9~11 are unmistakably J. 
Moreover vy. 9-11 are obviously the direct continuation 
of vy. 1-2; vv. 3-8, which have no manifest connection 
either with what precedes or what follows, disturb this con- 
tinuity. 
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The relation of vv.3—8, however, to the Book of the 
Covenant is almost self-evident. These verses tell of a covenant 
"entered into between Yahwe and Israel upon the basis of a 
body of osx, “words,” impliedly just spoken by Yahwe to 
Moses, and now in turn communicated by Moses to Israel. 
Israel, hearing these words, by formal declaration accepts 
them and obligates itself to keep them. Then through the 
performance of the proper blood-rite an everlasting, binding 
covenant is solemnized between the Deity and the people. 

It is clear at a glance that this narrative parallels in 
practically every essential detail the account of the solem- 
nization of the covenant which, we have seen, must have 
stood once in K, and of which a fragment is preserved in 
Ex. 34.27f.9 This fragment there tells how, at Yahwe’s 
bidding, Moses writes down the “words” which Yahwe had 
just spoken to him, and which he was, in turn, to communicate 
to Israel, and of which this written document was to be the 
permanent record. As we have seen, the remainder of the K 
account of the actual solemnization of the covenant has been 
lost, or, more likely, has been purposely suppressed by the J 
editors, who incorporated K into their document. 

The narrative in Ex. 24.3—8 parallels this narrative of 
K exactly. This is in itself cogent proof, on the one hand, 
that these verses belong to C, and, on the other hand, of the 
close relationship existing between K and C, at least in the 
latter’s original form. 

Careful examination of these verses reveals one dis- 
turbing element, viz. v. 3. This verse tells that Moses came 
and recited to the people all the “words” of Yahwe and all 
the “judgments,” and the people, hearing these, answered 
promptly and unanimously, “All the ‘words’ which Yahwe 
hath spoken, we will do.” It is clear that the several statements 
of this verse are out of place here; they come too soon in the 
narrative, and, moreover, are repeated later, and with greater 
exactness in their proper place in the narrative. Thus, for 
example, the first statement, that Moses came to the people, 
manifestly from the place of Yahwe’s revelation of the laws 


9 Cf. “The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), 95 ff. 
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to him, comes too soon. For v. 4 tells that Moses wrote down 
all the “ words” of Yahwe, and this was impliedly at Yahwe’s 
bidding and in His presence, just as the parallel narrative in 
Ex. 34.27. tells. Furthermore, v. 7 tells in the proper place 
in the narrative, that after having made all necessary pre- 
parations for the formal solemnization of the covenant, 
Moses read the laws to the people from the book or scroll in 
which he had inscribed them. And there, too, and likewise 
in its proper place in the narrative, we are told that the 
people formally accepted the covenant with the words, “ All 
that Yahwe hath spoken we will do and we will obey.” 
Clearly v. 7b is the original of that which is anticipated 
and repeated unduly and in improper place in v. 3b. 

One further and very significant discrepancy exists be- 
tween v. 3 and the remainder of the narrative. V.3 tells that 
Moses recites to the people not only the “words” of Yahwe 
but also the “judgments.” It is self-evident that mwawn is 
used here in a technical sense, and refers to that particular 
group of laws beginning in 21.2, and designated specifically 
in 21.1 by this term. This is further and very convincing 
evidence that 24.3—8 must be correlated with the laws of C, 
and not with any other body of laws, as, for example, the 
Ten Commandments in 20. 2-17, as has been not infrequently 
maintained. But it is significant that outside of this one 
passage, the remainder of the narrative makes reference only 
to the “words,” and is completely silent with regard to the 
“judgments,” even in places where there was quite as much 
reason to mention the “judgments” along with the “ words” 
as in v.3a. Thus v.4 states explicitly that Moses wrote down 
the “words,” but is silent as to the “ judgments,” and v.7a 
implies that it is the written record of the “ words,” which 
constitutes the “Book of the Covenant.” And even more 
significant, v. 8 says explicitly that Yahwe makes the covenant 
with Israel upon the basis of “all these ‘words,’” and makes 
no mention of the “judgments” whatsoever.?° 


10 Significantly enough, even v. 3b mentions only the “ words” as the 
actual basis of the covenant, and, despite the specific reference thereto in 3a, 
is entirely silent as to the “ judgments.” 
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But one conclusion can be drawn from all this evidence, 
viz. that v.3 is not original here, but is editorial, and was 
inserted here for some specific purpose, which seemingly has 
to do with that particular group of laws designated technically 
as the “judgments.” What this purpose may have been we 
shall determine later. Moreover, it is clear that with v. 3 
omitted, vv.4—8 offer a narrative complete in all essential 
details, and with unity more pronounced than with v. 3 retained. 

In vv. 4—8 it is possible, and in fact quite probable, that 
v. 4b, telling of the erection of the twelve stone pillars to 
correspond to the twelve tribes of Israel, is a gloss. Not that 
it is out of harmony with the rest of the narrative or with 
the religious principles and institutions obtaining at the time 
of the composition of the Book of the Covenant, but solely 
because these twelve stone pillars play no rdle at all in the 
narrative. Originally, as we know from abundant evidence, 
sacred stone pillars served in early Semitic religion as the 
abodes of local deities or spirits or else, in later stages of 
religious evolution, as the symbols of deities. These deities 
were, of course, largely, if not entirely non-Yahwistic in 
character. But in this portion of the C narrative the altar 
alone is the symbol of Yahwe. Upon it the sacrifices are 
offered as a matter of course, and likewise upon it Moses 
pours one half of the blood of the covenant, while the other 
half is sprinkled upon the people. And since Yahwe and the 
people are the two contracting parties in this covenant, upon 
whom, according to the implied customary ritual of blood 
covenant, the blood of the covenant-sacrifice was poured, and 
since one half of the blood was sprinkled upon the people 
and the other half upon the altar, it follows that the altar 
here, and it alone, was regarded as the concrete symbol of 
Yahwe. Manifestly, therefore, there is no essential rdle in 
the narrative for the twelve pillars. Moreover, since the 
covenant is explicitly established with all Israel as one people, 
there is not the slightest reason or excuse for representing the 
people in any way as a federation of twelve tribes, twelve 
subordinate units. These considerations make it extremely 
probable that v. 4b is not a part of the original C narrative. 
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But unquestionably this gloss was inserted here at a 
comparatively early date. For it is inconceivable that such a 
reference to twelve sacred stone pillars set up alongside of 
an altar of Yahwe, and in connection with the solemnization 
of a religious ceremony of such basic significance in the religion 
of Israel, should have been made later than Deuteronomy." 
The gloss is unquestionably pre-Deuteronomic, and must 
thererore be assigned in all likelihood to those Elohist editors 
who, as we shall see, incorporated the Book of the Covenant 
into their document. This conclusion suggests a ready and 
simple explanation of this insertion. The classic Elohist 
account of the solemnization of a covenant between Yahwe 
and Israel is found in Josh. 24. There there is no mention of 
altar, sacrifice or sprinkling of covenant-blood. But there, as 
here, Joshua writes down the words or terms of the covenant 
in the “Book of the Law of God” +? and then sets up a great 
stone. That this was a sacred stone may be inferred from 
the fact, recorded in v.26, that it stood in the sanctuary }3 
of Yahwe. This stone is represented by the Elohist authors 
of this passage as the eternal sign or witness of the covenant 
just entered into by Yahwe and Israel. Quite similarly these 
same Elohist writers tell that the twelve stones, which, at 
Joshua’s command, the people take up from the temporarily 
dry bed of the Jordan, and set up at Gilgal on the western 
bank of the river, were to symbolize the twelve tribes of 
Israel, and to serve as a constant sign of the miracle wrought 
by Yahwe in their behalf.14 

Undoubtedly the Elohist editors of the Book of the 
Covenant must have missed in this account of the solemnization 
of the covenant one element which to them seemed all im- 
portant, the sacred stone pillar or pillars, which were to be 
unto Israel the eternal witnesses of their covenant with 


11 Cf, Deut. 16. 22. 

12 Jt is rather surprising that Reuss did not correlate this “ Book of the 
Law of God,” instead of the Book of the Covenant, with the “Book of the 
Law of Yahwe ” of II Chron. 17. 9. 

13 wapos, literally, “in the sacred precincts”; cf. the Arabic hima, and 
Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites, index under hima. 

14" Josh 4035) Ose20s 
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Yahwe. Accordingly they inserted a reference to such pillars 
at what seemed to them the logical place, and just as in 
connection with the Gilgal episode, so here too they made 
these pillars twelve in number to conform to the twelve tribes 
of Israel. Recognizing Ex. 24.4b as the work of RE, and 
therefore omitting it from the main narrative, we find that 
_ this narrative now reads with perfect completeness and 
smoothness.15 

A few facts in this narrative of interest and of some 
significance for this study may be pointed out. Moses is here 
the chief, or rather, the sole functionary. Yahwe has already 
communicated the “words” to him; he now writes them 
down, and then reads them to the people from his written 
record. He is therefore the intermediary between Yahwe and 
Israel. There are no priests as yet, nor is the offering of 
sacrifices as yet the function of priests. Instead the youths 
of Israel offer the sacrifices, but Moses alone functions in the 
covenant-ceremony proper. The sacrifice consists of bullocks, 
certainly not the standard sacrifice of a people dwelling, even 
though temporarily, in the desert. Cows and bullocks are 
rather uncommon domestic animals in the desert, owing to 
their need of comparatively frequent watering. Camels, sheep 
and goats are instead the regular domestic animals of the 
desert, and those regularly offered as sacrifice. On the other 
hand, bullocks, because of their size and correspondingly large 
value, represent the highest type of sacrifice among Semitic 
agricultural peoples. In the Biblical ritual they play just this 
role. Manifestly, therefore, the point of view in these verses 
is that of the settled, agricultural life of Palestine, rather 
than that of the desert and of the age of Moses. 

It is not without significance too that Moses first sprinkles 
half of the blood upon the altar, then reads the “words” to 
the people and hears their formal acceptance of the covenant, 


15 Perhaps, too, these twelve pillars, corresponding to the traditional 
twelve tribes, serve an additional purpose, to represent, in accordance with basic 
prophetic doctrine, that Yahwe was the God of all Israel, and not merely of 
either the Northern or the Southern Kingdom alone, and that His covenant 
was with entire Israel, and not only with a part thereof. 
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and only then sprinkles the other half of the blood upon 
them. One might at first expect that the blood would be 
sprinkled upon both altar and people at the same time. But 
a moment’s thought makes the reason for the procedure here 
clear. As we have seen, the altar here is the concrete and 
visible symbol of Yahwe. It is Yahwe who has, impliedly 
at least, proposed, and who therefore need make no further 
declaration of His readiness to enter into the covenant. 
Accordingly, the covenant-blood can be sprinkled upon the 
altar immediately, and the people understand the full im- 
plication of this rite. But the “words,” which as yet the 
people have not heard, must first be read to them by Moses, 
and must be formally accepted by them before the covenant- 
blood can be sprinkled upon them. But even before the 
~ people have actually heard the “words,” they have been 
made to realize, by the sprinkling of the blood upon the 
altar, that Yahwe, on His part, is ready to enter into covenant 
with them, and that the matter therefore awaits only their 
affirmation. 

Manifestly, too, the narrative is not altogether com- 
plete. Its conclusion has been lost; but this we can easily 
supply. For unquestionably, in accordance with the prin- 
ciples of early Semitic religious practice, the animals here 
sacrificed not only provided the blood for the covenant- 
ceremony, but likewise constituted a covenant-sacrifice, par- 
ticipated in by the people as the guests of the Deity. In fact 
just this is implied in the designation of these sacrifices in 
v.5 as z°bahim selamim. ‘This sacrificial meal constituted an 
additional rite of solemnization of the covenant between 
Yahwe and Israel, supplementing the sprinkling of the blood. 

Finally, it should be noted that the “words” are here 
inscribed, not upon stone tablets, but upon a scroll. This 
is in significant contrast to the parallel statement, in Ex. 34. 
27 f., that at Yahwe’s command Moses inscribed the “ words” 
of the covenant, according to K, upon two tablets. But, as 
we have suggested,'® it is quite probable that the reference 


16 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 97. 
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to the two stone tablets there is editorial; and in such case 
it would be equally probable that the original K narrative 
told, or at least understood, that, just as here, the “words” 
there were likewise written by Moses upon a scroll. 

The obvious relation to and dependence upon the Kenite 
Document of the Book of the Covenant raise the important 
question whether the latter did not have originally a larger 
narrative setting than merely Ex. 24. 4-8. We have seen 
that the original Kenite code of laws was embedded in a 
narrative setting of considerable extent, which must have told 
of the early life of Moses, his flight from Egypt and marriage 
into the Kenite tribe; of his first contact with Yahwe and 
the charge laid upon him to go back to Egypt and bring his 
brethren out from there to the sacred mountain in the desert 
where Yahwe was dwelling; of Moses’ fulfillment of this 
charge, of Yahwe’s command to him to lead the people away 
from there, of the revelation of the divine name and of the 
“words,” of the solemnization of the covenant upon the 
basis of these “ words,” of the erection of the “tent of meet- 
ing” and the institution of revelation by means of the oracle; 
of the visit of Moses’ brother-in-law and the appointment of 
the judges at his suggestion, of Moses’ plea to his brother-in- 
law to be Israel’s guide through the desert and of Hobab’s 
finally yielding to this plea; of the brief journey of the people 
through the desert and their approach to, conquest of and 
settlement in the extreme southern part of Palestine. Without 
this narrative the K account of the covenant between Yahwe 
and Israel would have been incomplete and not altogether 
comprehensible. 

Now it is quite probable that the Book of the Covenant 
may have contained originally a similar, and even parallel 
narrative introduction and conclusion. For here too the 
account of the solemnization alone is quite as incomplete and 
incomprehensible without the appropriate narrative setting, 
recounting the events leading up to the solemnization of the 
covenant, and the incidents following upon this, whereby 
Yahwe fulfilled His part of the covenant. The very abrupt- 
ness with which the “words” in Ex. 20.23 begin, and the 


ce 
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fact that, as we have seen,17 the first “word” has been 
suppressed in favor of the editorial v.22, and the additional 
fact that, again as we have seen,?® the revelation of a code 
of “words” designed to be the basis of a covenant between 
a deity and a people which had, impliedly, not known nor 
worshiped him before, necessitated a statement, brief though 
it may have been, of the actual name of the deity, in order 
that the people might thereafter worship him specifically by 
name, make it quite certain that the Book of the Covenant 
must have possessed originally a narrative setting of some 
extent, even though this may not have equalled in range of 
content the original narrative setting of the Kenite Document. 
Unfortunately, however, the entire narrative introduction 
of C has apparently been suppressed by the Elohist editors 
in favor of their own narrative.!® 


17 Jbid., 7x. 

18 Jbid., 31 f. 

19 Tt is, of course, not impossible, nor even improbable, that some small 
fragments of the original narrative introduction of the Book of the Covenant 
may be preserved in the early chapters of Exodus, just as, as we have seen (zbid., 
sI-s4, 119-135), was the case with K. We would expect to find such frag- 
ments of the C narrative in passages ordinarily assigned to E. It is by no means 
impossible that the nucleus of Ex. 3. 1-15 (cf. my “The Elohist Narrative in Exodus 
3. 1-15,” AJSL, XXXVII [1921], 242-262), may come from C, although, if so, 
it has probably been considerably reworked by Elohist editors. There is nothing 
in the present text to forbid this hypothesis, although, it must be admitted, 
there -is likewise little direct evidence in support of it. Indirectly, however, 
a number of significant details in that narrative favor this hypothesis. Certainly 
the conception of Yahwe dwelling in the n30 upon the sacred mountain, is very 
old, and parallels appropriately the K conception of Yahwe dwelling upon the 
sacred mountain with the cave of revelation thereon. This ancient, local con- 
ception of Deity would be more natural and appropriate in the older Book of 
the Covenant than in the younger Elohist Code. Furthermore,’ the represen- 
tation of the Deity of this mountain as the God of Moses’ jnn, as we have had 
to emend the psx of v. 6 and the p»nax of v. 15, conforms exactly to the con- 
ception of the Deity which we have found characteristic of K. The same con- 
clusion holds true of the designation here of the people merely as the ds7w »32, 
and not yet as Yahwe’s people; for, as we have seen, this was likewise the 
procedure in K, and not until the covenant had been solemnized, could Israel 
be rightfully designated as “ Yahwe’s people.” Moreover, understanding that 
the C narrative, like that of K, was anticipating the coming of Israel, after its 
deliverance from Egypt, to the sacred mountain in the desert and the establish- 
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Unquestionably the Book of the Covenant must have 
contained originally an account of Israel’s coming to the 
sacred place and of the events leading immediately to the 
revelation of the “words” and the solemnization of the 
covenant. For in the light of the manifest parallelism of C 
with K, it is impossible to conceive that C could have told 
of the revelation of the “words” and the solemnization of 
the covenant without some appropriate motivation. But what 
that may have been, and whether it paralleled in any way 
the account which must once have stood in K, viz. the 
original form of the golden calf story,?° it is impossible to 
tell, although this is by no means impossible or improbable. 

We have seen, too, that the K narrative told of Israel’s 
journey from the sacred mountain of Yahwe under the 
leadership of Moses and with the guidance of Moses’ brother- 
in-law, Hobab, until they entered, conquered and settled 
down in southern Palestine. Presumably therefore the C 
narrative must have contained some parallel motif of divinely 
appointed guidance of Israel through the desert. And here 
expectation is not disappointed. The Pentateuch records five 
different, contradictory and mutually exclusive accounts of 


ing of the covenant there between it and Yahwe, the statement of v. 12b 
becomes much more intelligible, viz. that when Moses should have brought the 
people out from Egypt they would worship Yahwe at this mountain. Nor is it 
entirely out of possible accord with the narrative introduction of C that Yahwe 
- should have revealed His real name to Moses at this, His first contact with him, 
rather than later, as in K, just before the actual solemnization of the covenant. 

This evidence is, of course, too indirect and insufficient to posit absolutely 
that the nucleus of the narrative of Ex. 3. 1-15 was drawn from C, but it does 
suffice to make the hypothesis attractive. 

Not improbably, too, certain elements of the plague narrative may have 
been drawn from the original introduction to C, but if so, it is hardly possible 
to identify them, for they would seem to be rather elements of the narrative 
itself, than of the present literary form thereof. Nor is it possible to assign any 
_ portion of Ex. 19 or 20. 1-21 to C. We must therefore conclude that by far 

the greater part, if not actually all of the original introduction of C has been 
suppressed by the Elohist editors in favor of their own narrative, or if not this, 
then that it has been lost in some other way. But that there was originally 
a narrative introduction to C similar to that of K, though not necessarily of the 
same extent, we need not hesitate to believe. 

20 Cf. “ The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 106 ff. 
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the way in which Israel was guided through the desert.?1 
Four of these five accounts have been assigned to specific 
sources on the ground of abundant and convincing evidence. 
The account of the guidance by Hobab has been assigned to 
K, that by the pillar of cloud by day and the pillar of fire 
by night to J, that by the angel or messenger of Yahwe to E, 
and that by the kebod Yahwe to P. But one account remains 

unassigned, as yet, viz. the account in Num. ro. 33 b. : 


Ill 
NuMBERS 10. 33b 


This half-verse says that “the ark of the covenant of 
Yahwe was journeying on a three days stretch in advance of 
Israel in order to spy out a resting-place for them.” ‘The 
half-verse is appended to the K account of the selection of 
Hobab as Israel’s guide. Manifestly it not only has nothing 
to do with this narrative, but is absolutely contradictory to 
it. If Israel was guided by Hobab, there was no need nor 
possibility of its being guided by the ark; and vice versa, if 
it was guided by the ark, there was no need nor possibility 
of Hobab’s guidance. Manifestly the two accounts must come 
from different sources. And this consideration suggests too 
that this little narrative of Israel’s guidance by the ark must 
come from some source entirely independent of not only K, 
but also of J, E and P. What source can this be? Either we 
must posit some source, or at least some tradition, entirely 
independent of K, J, E or P, and also of C, or we must 
attempt to correlate this fragmentary narrative with C.22 
Certainly the latter seems the more reasonable procedure; 
and, as we shall see, it has much evidence in its favor. 


21 Cf. my “ Biblical Theophanies,” ZA, XXV (1912), 139-193 and XXVIII 
(1915), 15-60; also my “ The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), arf. 

22 Tt is, of course, needless to discuss the possibility of assigning this 
narrative to D, the only remaining document of the Hexateuch, since, as is 
generally recognized, D has no independent account of the Exodus and the 
wilderness wanderings, but is dependent entirely upon the traditions of the 
older sources, particularly E. 
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In its present connection v. 33 b seems to be harmonized 
with the K account of Hobab’s guidance, immediately pre- 
ceding, by the insertion of the words, om nwbw yu. These 
words seem to imply in this connection that Hobab was 
Israel’s actual and immediate guide, ever present with it and 
pointing out the way it must go, while the ark kept a three 
days journey in advance of the host of Israel, in order to 
search out for it a resting-place, presumably in this connection 
the nightly camping-place. For if the actual guide of Israel 
was Hobab, then it must have been he and no other person 
or agency, such as the ark, who determined and brought 
Israel to its final goal. Therefore in this connection =m 
could not designate the final goal of its journeying, and could 
accordingly mean only the nightly camping-place.2* 

But a moment’s thought shows the incongruity of this 
idea. What sense could there be in having the ark journey 
on three days in advance of the host of Israel, even for the 
purpose of fixing the nightly camping-places? It was one of 
the necessary functions of the guide to determine before the 
beginning of the day’s march, just where the people would 
encamp at night. Moreover, with the ark constantly three 


23 Just this is the reinterpretation of this passage which Deut. 1. 33 
gives, when it says that Yahwe was going before Israel along the way through 
the desert in order to spy out for it a place where it might encamp. For un- 
guestionably the use of the word snd here, as well as the general connection, 
indicate a dependence of this passage upon Num. to. 33b. Manifestly the 
Deuteronomist did not read mu nwbw qx in his version of Num. 10. 33b, for 
otherwise he could not have told that Yahwe journeyed on immediately ahead 
of Israel to spy out its nightly camping-place. Manifestly too, he deliberately 
suppressed all reference to the ark, and substituted for it Yahwe Himself. His 
reason for this we shall learn later. 

Quite obviously the association of the ark with Israel’s mmx, the goal of 
its journeying through the desert and the land of its permanent sojourn, with 
Yahwe dwelling in its midst in the Temple, is reflected in Ps. 132. 8, mn nei 
sy ps1 ANS Jama, and in I Chron. 28. 2, where the Temple is called jx sme ns. 
In both these passages, and also in Ps. 132. 14, nm3y means a permanent dwelling- 
place, and not a place of temporary sojourn, such as a nightly camping-place 
would be. Unquestionably these three passages, so obviously dependent upon 
Num. 10. 33b, likewise did not read om nwbw qr there, and accordingly 
interpreted sm» in this verse, just as we have done, as the permanent goal of 
Israel’s journey through the desert, the land promised to it by Yahwe. 


16 JULIAN MORGENSTERN [16] 


days in advance of Israel, how could its connection and 
means of communication with Israel be maintained? And 
finally, if the entire journey from the Mountain of Yahwe 
to the goal of Israel’s journeying in southern Palestine, 
according to the K narrative, was one of but three days, 
then certainly there was no place for the ark three days in 
advance of Israel’s host; for it would have been at the very 
goal of the journey even before Israel had set out, and there 
would have been no need for it to travel on further, as the 
“term YD} implies. Quite certainly the words py mw>w 471 
have no place here, and are a very disturbing insertion into 
the original text.24 Either they are the unintentional result of 
dittography resulting from the rereading of the same words 
in the first half of the verse, or they are a harmonistic 
insertion, designed to soften somewhat the otherwise absolute 
contradiction existing between v. 33b and the narrative of 
Hobab’s guidance immediately preceding it. 

For with these words omitted this contradiction becomes 
much more absolute and glaring. The half-verse now states 
explicitly that the ark of the covenant of Yahwe was jour- 
neying on before Israel in order to search out for it a resting- 
place, i.e. the final goal of its journeying. How long this 
journeying and this manner of guidance endured, is not stated 
nor implied in any way. Nor is there the slightest implication 
of where this goal lay, whether in southern Palestine or 
farther to the north or east, or whether the approach of Israel 
to its final home in Palestine was through the south, as in 
the K narrative, or through the country to the east of the 
Jordan. Only one thing this verse does imply, and this very 
positively, that Israel journeyed on steadily under the 
guidance of the ark until it reached the final goal of its 
journeying. This tradition knows absolutely nothing of an 
interrupted journey and of a forty years sojourn and wander- 
ing in the desert, but only of a direct, unbroken journey from 
the place of revelation and solemnization of the covenant to 
the final destination, the land which, this half-verse implies, 
Yahwe must have promised to them. In other words, this 


24 So practically all modern commentators. 
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half-verse too tells, or at least implies, that Yahwe immediately 
and without the slightest delay fulfilled His part of His 
covenant with Israel. In this it agrees completely with the K 
narrative, and disagrees with the younger J and E narrative 
of the forty years of wandering in the wilderness. 

Here a question of extreme significance for this study 
must be answered: how was it possible for an object such as 
the ark actually was, to guide the people by determining the 
road which they must follow through the trackless desert, 
until they reached their goal? To this question v. 33b gives 
no answer whatsoever other than to imply that this was, of 
course, divine guidance, that in other words, there was some 
direct relationship between Yahwe and the ark and between 
this guidance by the ark and the fulfillment of Yahwe’s 
covenant-obligation to Israel. More than this, however, this 
little half-verse does not tell. 

Fortunately, however, one passage in the Bible sheds 
abundant light upon this question. It is the narrative in 
I Sam. 4-6 of the capture of the ark by the Philistines and 
of its experiences while in their possession, or rather of their 
experiences with it. A number of calamities which befell 
them just while the ark was among them raised the suspicion 
in the minds of the Philistines that, even though they had 
captured the ark, it was by no means as impotent as they had 
inferred, but was still a powerful deity, or in some way 
associated with a powerful deity, who could work his hostile 
will upon them even while in their midst in their very land. 
The continued presence of such a powerful and hostile deity 
among them was dangerous, and might, if too long pro- 
tracted, threaten even their complete annihilation. It be- 
hooved them to rid themselves of the ark as speedily as 
possible, provided, of course, that it was really the powerful 
and hostile god that they suspected. But of this they were 
not altogether certain. After all, misfortunes similar to these 
had befallen them before, although seemingly not simul- 
taneously, and not under just such conditions. It might be 
chance and no more, and the ark therefore might have no 
connection whatsoever with these calamities and _ their 


18 JULIAN MORGENSTERN [18] 


coincidence. In such case it would be folly to lose for no 
reason whatever a trophy of victory so precious as the ark 
of Israel. Accordingly the Philistines resolved very naturally 
to put the ark to a test to determine whether it was in truth 
a deity, as they suspected, and, of course, the one who had 
brought these calamities upon them, or whether it was a mere 
inanimate and therefore powerless object, which could in no 
wise be responsible for their misfortune. 

What was the test? They put the ark in a new wagon, 
drawn by cows which had never before been yoked. For if 
the ark was truly a powerful deity, it must be treated with 
all honor. For this same reason they gave it proper tribute, 
which they put in the wagon alongside of the ark. There- 
upon they let the wagon, with the ark upon it and the cows 
pulling it, go and watched carefully to see which road it 
would take; for the test which they proposed was this, if 
the ark would take the road leading up to Beth Shemesh, 
i.e. back into the land of Israel, they would know that it 
was truly a god, indeed a powerful deity, who had brought 
all these calamities upon them, and of whom therefore they 
would be well rid. But if it did not take this road, but 
remained, no matter by what other road the cows might go, 
in the land of the Philistines, they would know that it was 
no deity at all, but only an inanimate object, which had no 
relation whatever to their misfortunes; and since it would 
still be in their own land, it would be easy for them to regain, 
or rather to keep possession of it. This was the test. 

Now on the surface this test seems to have been just a 
mere matter of chance which road the cows would take. There 
were two or more roads leading away from Ekron, or which- 
ever Philistine city was the last abiding-place of the ark, one 
of which led up to Beth Shemesh, and the other or others 
led in various directions through the Philistine country. The 
chances therefore were even, or two to one, or perhaps more, 
according to the number of roads leading through Philistia, 
that the cows would remain in Philistine country and the 
ark be pronounced an irresponsible, inanimate object. Such 
seems on the surface to have been the character of the test. 
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But just this was what the test was not. It was not a 
matter of chance at all. It should be noted first that these 
cows had never been yoked before, i.e. had never been 
trained to pull a wagon. Ordinarily, therefore, in this their 
first experience under the yoke, they would in all likelihood 
not pull together, but rather pulling unevenly and ofttimes 
against each other, the wagon would not move or would be 
pulled hither and thither without getting anywhere, certainly 
not as far as BethShemesh. In the second place, as v.7 states 
explicitly, they were cows which had recently given birth 
and were now suckling their calves. The calves were shut © 
up at home, so that they could not follow their mothers. The 
natural instinct of the cows, therefore, would have been to 
turn right around and go back to their calves. Manifestly 
the Philistines designedly made it as difficult as possible for 
the ark to reach Beth Shemesh. But, as v. 12 states in 
significant detail, the cows took the straight road along the 
highway to Beth Shemesh, lowing as they went along, but 
turning neither to the right nor to the left, until they came 
to the Israelite village. Now the lowing of the cows, mentioned 
explicitly, is significant. They were, of course, lowing for 
their young, presumably in answer to the lowing of the latter 
to them. It implies that their strong instinct was to turn 
around and go back to their calves, and that they would have 
done this, had they been able. But some power or force made 
this impossible for them, and drove them unerringly and 
irresistibly along the road which it had chosen. And it reached 
its appointed goal despite all these obstacles which the 
Philistines had purposely put in its way. This irresistible 
power or force was the ark, or emanated from the ark. The 
test proposed and executed by the Philistines therefore was 
the ability of the ark to select for itself a specified road 
leading to a fixed goal, and, in the face of their inexperience 
and natural unwillingness, to drive the cows pulling the 
wagon upon which it rested along this road of its own 
choosing until it should reach its goal. And seeing the final 
outcome of the test, which they had themselves proposed, the 
Philistines were satisfied that this ark was indeed the cause 
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of all their misfortunes, and were happy to be thus rid of 
this powerful and dangerous deity. 

Here then is a specific case, recorded in the Bible, and 
unquestionably of great antiquity, of the ark selecting the 
road it wanted to go, and driving its bearers, or whatever 
means of locomotion may have been employed, irresistibly 
along this road.?® 

Now exactly some such procedure as this is implied in 
Num. 10. 33b. However, since cows or oxen are domestic 
animals comparatively rare in the desert, and since likewise 
transportation by means of wagons is rendered difficult, if 
not practically impossible, by the character of the desert 
terrain, we must picture the ark as carried along upon the 
shoulders of bearers properly qualified for that task. But it 
was not these bearers nor their leader who determined the 
direction which the ark should take, but it was the ark itself, 
or the power resident within the ark, which discharged this 
function.26 These facts, and, as we shall establish, the 


25 Interesting reminiscences of this tradition are preserved in the 
Midrash and show that the Rabbis of old had a strong feeling for the original 
meaning of the narrative of I Sam. 6. Bammidbar Rabba XXI, 12 tells that 
when the Philistines were about to put the ark in the wagon, it raised itself up 
and set itself upon the wagon. And IV, 19 tells that the ark was able of old to 
carry its carriers as well as itself, that, in other words, it could drive its carriers 
along the road which it wished to go. 

26 This concept is by no means uncommon in Semitic religious practice 
and folk-lore. According to Macrobius (Saturnalia, I, 23, 10) “ the Syrians used 
to worship the sun, under the name of Jove, whom they called Ata ‘Hitov- 
nohienv, with most elaborate ceremonies in the city known as Heliopolis... 
For an image of the Heliopolitan god was carried about in a litter, just as the 
images of the gods are borne in the celebration of the Circensian games, and 
many nobles of the province, with shaven heads and having practiced chastity 
for a long time, would carry it, and would be borne along by the divine spirit, 
not by their own volition but just as if the god was driving his bearers.” 

In quite the same manner, according to Lucian (De Dea Syra, 36f. [ed. 
Jacobitz, 358]) the image of Apollo at Hierapolis would drive its priestly bearers 
backward and forward, hither and thither, and by the direction in which it 
would drive them it would foretell future events. It would likewise at times 
lift itself from off their shoulders and rise into the air and remain suspended 
there for some time entirely of its own accord. 

In modern Semitic folk-practice similar powers are frequently ascribed to 
the corpses of saints or other holy persons, especially while being borne to their 
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manifestly important rdle which the ark played in the narrative of 
the Book of the Covenant, compel us to consider the history of 


the ark in full detail. 


last resting-places. Thus Klunzinger relates (Upper Egypt, Its People and Products, 
393), “ The body of such saints, when on its way to its last resting-place, has 
such a mysterious power on those that carry the bier that they can do nothing 
of themselves, but are compelled to follow a certain route, and bury the saint 
in whatever spot he may choose. An old negro slave in Kosseir, well-known 
for his long, harmless, pious life, having died towards evening, would not, on 
any account, have himself buried the same evening, and the bearers, in spite of 
all their shouting of Ja ilah ill Allah, could not bring the corpse to the grave- 
yard. It remained, therefore, all night in the house (though the people do not 
like to keep a corpse a night), watched by a multitude of people praying. Next 
morning also it could not be buried for a long time; the blessed dead compelled 
the bearers to go through all the streets of the town, till at last, on the recom- 
mendation of the more enlightened governor, the higher officials carried the 
bier to the grave; even the Turkish soldiers could not accomplish it. The 
whole town was in uproar. The Mohammedans say the angels exercise this 
coercive power, the Christians believe it is the devil. Deceit or practical joking 
is not always to be surmised in such cases; on the occasion just mentioned 
almost the whole male population tried what they could do, and among them 
many staid and serious men. It is the firm belief of these people that the de- 
ceased saint or the angels cause the pressure, and then they feel it too. Even in 
Cairo such occurrences are common as well as in the other parts of the country. 
Among the ancient Egyptians also the processions of the images of their deities 
did not direct themselves at pleasure, but by divine inspiration.” 

Another instance of this same belief and practice, recorded by Lane 
(An Account of the Manners and Customs of the Modern Egyptians, 479 [edition 
of 18g0]) illustrates well the supposed power of the corpse to resist being carried 
elsewhere than whither it wishes to go, as well as the manifestly modern beliet 
that it is possible to deceive the corpse, if this be advisable. “ Very often, it is 
said, a welee impels the bearers of his corpse to a particular spot... The following 
anecdote, describing an ingenious mode of puzzling a dead saint in a case ot - 
this kind, was related to me by one of my friends... Some men were lately 
bearing the corpse of a welee to a tomb prepared for it in the great cemetery 
on the north of the metropolis; but, on arriving at the gate called Bab en-Nasr, 
which leads to this cemetery, they found themselves unable to proceed farther 
from the cause above mentioned. ‘It seems,’ said one of the bearers, ‘ that the 
sheykh is determined not to be buried in the cemetery of Bab en-Nasr: and 
what shall we do?’ They were all much perplexed: but being as obstinate as 
the saint himself, they did not immediately yield to his caprice. Retreating a few 
paces, and then advancing with a quick step, they thought, by such an impetus, 
to force the corpse through the gateway; but their efforts were unsuccessful; and 
the same experiment they repeated in vain several times. They then placed the bier 
on the ground to rest and consult; and one of them, beckoning away his comrades 
to a distance beyond the hearing of the dead saint, said to them, ‘ Let us take up 
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IV 
THE ARK OF YAHWE 


In recent years this subject has been repeatedly investi- 
gated by eminent Biblical scholars, and the conclusions reached 
by them have been presented in a number of notable mono- 
graphs.27 In general each monograph demonstrates satisfac- 
torily the shortcomings and inadequacies of all previously 
presented hypotheses with regard to the origin, history and 


the bier again, and turn it round quickly several times till the sheykh becomes 
giddy; he then will not know in what direction we are going, and we may take 
him easily through the gate.’? This they did; the saint was puzzled as they 
expected; and quietly buried in the place which he had so striven to avoid.” 

Commenting upon a similar instance in modern Palestinian folk-lore, 
Canaan (“ Mohammedan Saints and Sanctuaries in Palestine,” JPOS, VII [1927], 
24, note 5) says, “In many cases the first miracle performed by a weli after his 
ceath is in the way his body behaves while carried for burial. It may get so 
heavy that those carrying the coffin (suhliyeh) have to stop and put down their 
load. On other occasions it becomes very light or even ... may fly from their 
shoulders.” (Cf. also Canaan, “Mohammedan Saints and Sanctuaries in Palestine,” 
JPOS, IV [1924], 52.) This is precisely the same procedure as that of the 
afore-mentioned statue of Apollo at Hierapolis. 

An especially interesting and significant instance of this particular supersti- 
tion is cited by Certeux and Carnoy (L’ Algérie Traditionnelle, 110); “ Before 
dying Sidi Mohammed ben Alya had indicated his tomb, at the spot called 
Rerizem-el-Hotob. But the camel, which carried his corpse in a kind of 
palanquin, ambled in the direction of Temad, without either cries or blows 
being able to turn it from its course. Piously, therefore, a new decision of the 
marabout was assumed, and he was buried at Temad.” 

Other instances of this superstition are cited by Kelly (Syria and the Holy 
Land, 20) and Jaussen (Coutumes des Arabes au pays de Moab, 105). That it was 
not merely corpses that were thought to possess this power, but that it might 
be inherent in any holy object, may be inferred from a tradition recorded by 
Dapper (Asia, I, 30b, edition of 1681) that on one occasion at Damascus oxen 
were unable to move a wagon containing holy earth, impliedly because it was 
contrary to the will of the saint or holy power associated with that earth. 
(Cf. also Snouck-Hurgronje, Mekka, Il, 65.) 

27 The most important of these monographs which have appeared during 
the present century are Dibelius, Die Lade Jahves (1906); Gunkel, “ Die Lade 
Jahves ein Thronsitz,” ZMR, 1906; Sevensma, De Ark Gods, 1908 (not accessible 
to me); Arnold, Ephod and Ark (1917); Hartmann, “ Zelt und Lade,” ZAW, 
XXXVIT (1917-1918), 209-245; Gressmann, Die Lade Jahves, 1920; Budde, 
“Ephod und Lade,” ZAW, XXXIX (1922), 1-42; Torczyner, “ Die Bundes- 
lade und die Anfange der Religion Israels,” in Festschrift zum sojabrigen Bestehen 
der Hochschule fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums, 219-297. 
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character of the ark and its contents and related objects, and 
then proceeds to advance a more or less new hypothesis, the 
weaknesses of which in turn are exposed with equally cogent 
arguments by the monograph next appearing. All these 
monographs deal, as a matter of course, with practically the 
same Biblical evidence, although quite naturally they stress 
the importance of different points, and thus arrive at their 
divergent conclusions. Each hypothesis, it is generally ad- 
mitted, has some measure of truth; and yet not one has been 
found altogether convincing and acceptable. This is apparently 
due to one fundamental fallacy underlying the argument and 
conclusions of most, if not all of these scholars. It is that 
almost unconsciously they take it for granted that the ark 
was exactly the same thing, or was conceived of in exactly 
the same manner, throughout its entire history, at the end 
thereof as at the beginning, and that therefore the conclusions 
to be drawn with regard to it from the picture of the ark, 
with its two cherubim and other equipment, in the Priestly 
Code and other late, post-exilic writings, have quite the same 
significance for the history of the ark and its origins as has 
the evidence of the earliest records of the ark in Biblical 
literature. Particularly Dibelius, Gressmann and Torczyner 
have been led far astray by their failure to guard themselves 
sufficiently against this fallacy. 

One fact of far-reaching significance must be kept care- 
fully in mind here, viz. that in all likelihood the ark had 
disappeared by the time of the Babylonian Exile, and was 
therefore not present in the second Temple. This is to be 
inferred from the fact that in his detailed plan for the rebuilt 
Temple Ezekiel makes no provision whatsoever for the ark 
or for a place for it.28 Even more significant is the explicit 
statement of Jer. 3. 16, generally recognized by Biblical 
scholars as a passage of post-exilic composition inserted into 
its present position, “It shall be when ye shall have multiplied 
and become fruitful in the land, that in those days—it is the 


28 So far as I can determine, Volz (Die biblischen Altertiimer, 11 f.) 
was the first to call attention to the significance of Ezekiel’s lack of provision 
for the ark in his plan of the rebuilt Temple. 
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oracle of Yahwe—the people shall say no more, ‘the ark of 
the covenant of Yahwe,’ nor shall it come into their thought, 
nor shall they remember it, nor shall they miss it, nor shall 
they make another.” 29 Such an utterance would be altogether 
impossible were the ark, or even an ark, a substitute for the 
original ark, extant in the Temple. Furthermore I Mac. 1. 
21—23-tells that when Antiochus invaded Jerusalem he 
carried away from the Temple “the golden altar, and the 
candlestick for the light and all its accessories, and the table 
of the shewbread, and the cups, and the bowls, and the 
golden censers, and the veil, and the crowns, and the golden 
adornment on the facade of the Temple, and he scaled it off. 
Moreover, he took the silver, and the gold, and the choice 
vessels; he took also the hidden treasures which he found.” 29* 
Manifestly Antiochus carried off every object of value upon 
which he could lay his hand, penetrating for this purpose as 
far as the very holy of holies. He even carried off the veil 
which separated this from the body of the Temple. Golden 
objects seem to have excited his cupidity especially. It is 
therefore extremely significant that in this long list of the 
holiest utensils in the Temple cult, the ark, which, according 
to the tradition of the Priestly Code, was covered with the 
golden kapporet, is not mentioned, particularly since, with the 
removal of the veil, it would have been exposed to view. There can 
be only one conclusion from this, viz. that Antiochus found no 
ark in the Temple. Significantly too, despite the explicit legislation 
for the ark in the Pentateuch, the Rabbis of old were apparently 
aware that the ark was not present in the second Temple.3° This 
evidence seems to be cumulative and conclusive. 

29 For a quite different translation of this important and _ oft-cited 
passage, cf. Arnold, op. cit., 73, and Budde’s criticism thereof, op. cit., 19 ff. 

298 Cf, also II Mac. 5 15f. and Josephus, Antiquities, XII, 5, 3. 

30 Cf. Lauterbach, “ A Significant Controversy between the Sadducees and 
the Pharisees,” HUCA, IV (1927), 184 and the references to Rabbinic literature 
cited by him there. This tradition that the ark originally stood upon the sacred 
stone, As-Sakhra, in the Temple of Solomon, that it had, in fact, been placed 
there by Joshua at Moses’ command, and that it remained there until God 
became angry at Israel, and the Temple, i.e. undoubtedly the first Temple, was 


destroyed, whereupon the ark disappeared, passed over to Islam, and is recorded 
by As-Suyuti (cf. the translation of Reynolds, 108 and 118). 
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And other considerations of far-reaching significance for 
the history of the ark corroborate this conclusion. We may 
be sure that the ark was not present in the second Temple 
not merely because it had disappeared after the destruction 
of the first Temple, presumably having been carried away 
to Babylon as a trophy of victory, but for another reason 
as well, because, apparently, even before the destruction of 
the first Temple the ark had lost much of its original 
significance and had fallen somewhat into disrepute. For 
certainly, if the ark had continued to enjoy uninterruptedly 
the reputation which it enjoyed unquestionably as late as the 
time of David, and which is again attributed to it both in the 
Priestly Code and in the account of the dedication of Solo- 
mon’s Temple in I Ki. 8, it goes without saying that Ezekiel 
must have made some provision for it in his plan of the 
rebuilt Temple, or have taken some cognizance of it, or at 
least of its absence. Instead he ignored it in the most off- 
hand manner, quite as if to him the ark were something of 
no importance whatsoever, of which he did not even think, 
when he made his plans for the rebuilt Temple. 

This too is the undeniable implication of Deut. 1. 33 and 
42. For, as we have seen, v. 33 1s directly dependent upon 
Num. 10. 33 b, and the reference to the ark and its leadership 
of Israel there has obviously been purposely suppressed here. 
This is the case also in v. 42. For this verse is, in turn, 
dependent upon Num. 14. 42 and 44. This latter verse says 
explicitly that when Israel sought to enter Palestine from the 
south, in the battle with the native inhabitants of the land 
the ark of the covenant of Yahwe and Moses did not move 
from the camp; they were therefore not present in the actual 
battle, and this, it is implied, and in fact actually stated in 
v. 42, was the reason for Israel’s defeat. It is significant that 
in v. 44 the ark is mentioned first and Moses second, quite 
as if, what is undoubtedly the actual implication, the ark 
was the initiating force and Moses were but the secondary, 
dependent and attendant functionary. In other words, the 
ark is represented here as playing exactly the same rdle as in 
I Sam. 4-6, while Moses plays the rdle of attendant priest, 
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just as do the sons of Eli in I Sam. 4. Just because of this 
specific réle which the ark plays in v.44, Moses is represented 
in v. 42 as warning Israel not to engage in battle, for Yahwe 
will not be present with them, and therefore they are sure 
to lose the battle; the presence of the ark in the army of 
Israel is synonymous with the presence of Yahwe there, and 
is the sure guarantee of victory, precisely as is implied in 
I Sam. 4. But in Deut. 1. 42 all mention of the ark is scrupulously 
suppressed, and only the colorless statement is left, that Yahwe 
will not be present with Israel in the battle, a statement which is, 
of course, the same as that of Num. 14. 42, but lacks entirely the 
amplifying and concrete statement of Num. 14. 44.90 
Undoubtedly the suppression of all reference to the ark 
by the author of Deut. 1 was not accidental, but was conscious 
and motivated by some definite reason. It is obvious that for 
the author of Deut. 1, who certainly lived and wrote in the 
early post-exilic period, i.e. in the early period of the second 
Temple, the ark did not enjoy the same reputation nor 
play the same rdle as it did in the early period of Israel’s 
history, at least up to the time of David. Nay more, to him 
the ark must have been more than an object of indifferent 
significance; he must have had some strong and _ positive 
objection to it, for otherwise he would not have been so 
scrupulous in suppressing all reference to it. To him it must 
have seemed an object which did not accord at all with the 
pure, uncontaminated worship of Yahwe as he understood 
and interpreted it. Manifestly he put it in the same category 
as he put Hobab or Jethro and the “tent of meeting” and 
the oracle of Yahwe associated with it in the Kenite Docu- 
ment, all reference to which in the original narrative in Ex. 18, 
as we have seen,®! he likewise suppressed in vv. 9—18 of 
this same chapter. Clearly he regarded the ark of the covenant 
of Yahwe, just as he regarded “the tent of meeting” and 
the oracle of Yahwe connected with it and the rdle of Hobab 
in relation thereto, as not of true and proper Yahwistic 


80@ Note also that according to Deut. 23. 15, likewise a post-exilic passage, 
Yahwe is present in the military camp of Israel, but, very significantly, here too 
His presence is not symbolized by the ark. 

81 “The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), 133, note 121. 
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origin. He must have looked upon them all as non-Yahwistic, 
and therefore as idolatrous, or at least as semi-idolatrous, in 
origin and character. This conception of them, and _ this 
alone, would account adequately for his manifestly purposed 
suppression of all reference to them. We can easily under- 
stand why he should have looked upon the “tent of meeting ” 
and its oracle and upon Hobab’s connection with them as 
non-Yahwistic; it was because of their Kenite, and to him 
therefore non-Israelite origin. Manifestly to him only that 
could be specifically Yahwistic which was distinctively 
Israelitish and of independent, unqualified Mosaic origin. 
a why should he have put the ark, specifically designated 

“the ark of the covenant of Yahwe,” in the same category? 
This question is, obviously, of great moment for this study. 
The answer will be given in due time. 

It is clear from all this evidence that at a certain period 
in Israel’s history the ark lost very much of its original 
significance and reputation, and came to be looked upon 
with little or no regard, at least by a considerable and 
influential group of Israel’s religious thinkers and spokesmen. 
It is clear too that this decline in the reputation of the ark 
must have begun in the pre-exilic period, for otherwise 
Ezekiel would not have ignored it completely, nor would the 
author of Deut. 1, in the early post-exilic period, have sup- 
pressed all reference to it, nor the author of Jer. 3. 16, 
apparently, judging by the content of his message, a con- 
temporary of, or else, at the latest, living but shortly after 
Zechariah, have pictured the ark as not present in the second 
Temple nor as being needed or desired there. This process 
of decline in the reputation of the ark, due probably to a 
growing conviction that it was not of true Yahwistic origin, 
must have begun during the period before the exile. Just when 
and how this conviction arose, we shall endeavor to determine. 

Certainly the oldest Biblical references to the ark %? 
agree absolutely in representing it as discharging two specific 
functions, that of choosing the way which it wished to go, 


32 Num. 10. 33b, 35-36; 14. 44; Jud. 20. 27b (perhaps a late, 
harmonistic gloss); I Sam. 46; Il Sam. 6. 1-20; II. 11; 15. 24-29. 
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and that of going into battle with the army of Israel and 
giving it victory over its enemies. Even II Sam. 15. 
24-29 seems to imply that Zadok brought the ark from 
Jerusalem in order that it might accompany David upon his 
flight and thus assure him of ultimate victory over his 
rebellious son.?? These two important functions the ark was 
able to discharge, all the evidence indicates, because of a 
positive divine power resident in it. And all these earliest 
sources agree in identifying this divine power with Yahwe. 
Of this more later. 

The next Biblical reference to the ark in point of time, 
seemingly, is Deut. 10. 1-5. This passage is generally 
recognized as not an integral part of the original Deutero- 
nomic Code, but as belonging to the secondary introduction 
thereto; it was therefore in all likelihood composed either 
during the exile or, what is more probable, in the early post-exilic 
period.34 The passage represents Moses as making, at Yahwe’s 
explicit command, a wooden ark or box, in which the second set 
of stone tablets with the ten commandments inscribed upon 
them, were to be deposited. This command Moses carried 
out punctiliously. It is certain, however, that this narrative 
is not original with this Deuteronomic writer, but was 
borrowed by him, perhaps with some characteristic modifi- 
cation, from a JE original. This fact is generally recognized 
by Biblical scholars. However, our present Biblical text con- 
tains no statement whatsoever of the original of this narrative. 
The usual claim of Biblical scholars is that this original 
account of the making of the ark by Moses must have stood 
in Ex. 33 immediately following v. 6, and that the ornaments 
of the people there mentioned must have provided the 
material from which the ark was made, or at least with which 
it was finished and decorated.*® This hypothesis is plausible; 


33 Cf. Budde’s very apposite discussion of the rdle of the ark in this 
passage; op. cit., 24 f. 

34 This passage is unquestionably, as is generally recognized by Biblical 
scholars, not the work of the same Deuteronomic writer as the author of 
Deut. 1. Manifestly these two writers had different and even contradictory 
conceptions of and attitudes toward the ark. 

35 Cf. Gressmann, op. cit.,' 22 ff. 
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certainly it has more to commend it than the parallel hypo- 
thesis that the “tent of meeting” was made from these 


ornaments.°6 
Actually the content of the narrative in Deut. ro. 


I—j seems to imply that the original narrative of the making 
of the ark by Moses, upon which it is dependent, stood rather 
in connection with Ex. 34. 1-5. For it tells of Yahwe’s 
command to Moses to make the ark only in connection with 
and following the command to prepare the second set of 
stone tablets. Accordingly Moses makes the ark at the same 
time that he prepares the second tablets; he then ascends the 
mountain; Yahwe writes the ten commandments upon the 
second set of tablets and gives them back to Moses; Moses 
then returns to the camp and deposits the tablets in the ark, 
precisely as Yahwe had commanded him.3? Just this must 


36 Cf. “ The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), rr9f. 

37 Deut. 10. 5 is of particular interest in this connection. It is self-apparent 
that the last words of the sentence, mim’ ons swx>, modify owx1, and not ow vn, 
immediately preceding. These two words therefore disturb the connection and 
are manifestly a late insertion into the text. But they must have been inserted 
for some particular purpose. They can be translated only, “ and they are there,” 
and not at all “and they were there,” for this ‘last would have no meaning 
whatsoever. But translated “and they are there,” they can have only one 

_ specific meaning and purpose. They serve as a direct and positive affirmation, 
‘almost, it would seem, in the face of a doubt or question, that the tablets of the 
Ten Commandments were still present in the ark in the days, not merely of the 
‘original Deuteronomic author of this verse, but also of the late glossator who inserted 
these words here. These words, therefore, constitute an affirmation both that 
there was, supposedly, an ark in the Temple in the days of this glossator, and 
that, as he believed implicitly, the two tablets were still deposited in it. This is, 
of course, the point of view of the late Priestly writers. This points to quite 
a late date for this gloss. 

This same conclusion holds true with I Ki. 8. 8b. There the words 
mn pv ay ow yan are manifestly a very late gloss, expressing the strong belief of 
the glossator, and intended also to convince his readers, that the staves of the 
ark, and therefore, of course, the ark itself were present in the innermost part 
of the Temple, even though they could not be seen by the people at large, or, 
for that matter, by any one other than the high-priest, when he entered the 
holy of holies once a year, on Yom Kippur. But again the fact that this glossator 
too seems to have felt compelled to insist in this manner that the ark was still 
present in the Temple in his day, even though it could not be seen, indicates 
that he must have had to contend with a prevalent and persistent doubt of 
this, a doubt founded in all likelihood upon actual fact. 
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have been the full content of the narrative of which Ex. 34. 
1-5 was the introduction, and of which these five verses 
alone survive. The remainder must have been suppressed 
either by the J2 editors who incorporated a portion of the 
Kenite Document, as we have seen, with the J narrative at 
just this particular point, although for what reason they 
should have felt obliged to suppress this statement it is diffi- 
cult to imagine. Or, perhaps more probably, it may have 
been suppressed by later Priestly editors in favor of their 
own, quite different account of the making of the ark and 
of the occasion for it and the purpose which it was to serve. 

But while it is almost certain that the author of Deut. ro. 
1-5 must have found the JE narrative of the making of 
the ark linked with Ex. 34. 1-5, it is by no means im- 
possible that it may have been connected originally with 
Ex. 33. 6 also. For, as we have said, the ornaments here 
mentioned could not possibly have been used for the making 
of the “tent of meeting,” but they may well have been 
employed in the making of the ark. Moreover, as we have 
shown,*8 Ex. 33. 7-11, or rather the Kenite nucleus of this 
passage, originally stood in the Kenite Document in the 
position which is now occupied by the secondary narrative 
of Moses with the shining face, in 34. 29 ff., and was trans- 
posed from this position and amplified into its present 
form by late J2 editors. Manifestly therefore the account of 
the making of the “tent of meeting” could have had no 
primary connection with the incident recorded in 33. 6. 

But equally 33. 5b-6 has no connection whatsoever 
with, and even contradicts absolutely the statement of v. 4, 
that the people did not put on their ornaments. Nor have 
vv. 5 b-6 any apparent connection with vv. 1~-3, nor with 
the main content of Ex. 32. In fact they seem to parallel, and 
therefore to contradict, the narrative of Ex. 32. For 32. 
2-3 tells that the people had already stripped of their 
ornaments and that out of them Aaron had made the golden 
calf. Seemingly 33. 5b—6 stands by itself without any 
apparent connection with anything that precedes or anything 


88 “ The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), 121 ff. 
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that follows. And yet these verses obviously imply that out 
of the ornaments which the people stripped off Moses did 
make something. Moreover, not only 33. 7—11, but also, as 
we have seen,°® vv. 12-23 were inserted into their present 
‘position by the J 2 editors who incorporated fragments of the 
Kenite Document with J. Consequently before this incorpo- 
ration Ex. 33. 5b—6 probably stood in immediate juxta- 
position to 34. I—5, with its original account of the making 
of the ark; or perhaps better, since, as we have seen, 33. 5 b—6 
has no immediate connection with either the J or E narratives, 
Strata- of which are present in Ex. 32 and 33. r:b—«, 
33- 5 b—6 may have been connected with an account of the 
making of the ark, which was originally not related at all 
to the narrative in 34. 1-5, and which came only through 
editorial processes to have connection with this narrative. 
The import of all this is self-apparent. As is recognized 
by almost all modern Biblical scholars, Ex. 35. 1—Num. ro. 28 
are the work of Priestly writers and are therefore late. Con- 
sequently in the pre-exilic period Num. 10.29 must have fol- 
lowed immediately upon Ex. 34. 35. Therefore the reference 
to the ark in Num. 10. 33b followed in the pre-exilic form 
of the Hexateuch almost immediately after Ex. 33. 5 b—6. 
In Num. 10. 33b the ark appears very abruptly and even 
startlingly. It is inconceivable that this mention of the ark 
should not have been preceded by some account of its making 
by Moses. And if, as we contend, and as we shall endeavor 
to demonstrate conclusively, Num. 10. 33b was originally 
a part of the Book of the Covenant, then it would follow 
that the Book of the Covenant must have contained likewise 
an account of the making of the ark, and that accordingly 
Ex. 33. 5b—6, which has no apparent connection with 
anything that precedes it immediately, or with either the J 
or E codes proper, was likewise originally a part of C.°°* 
Nay more, since the Book of the Covenant tells of the 
covenant established between Yahwe and Israel on the basis 
of a little code of “words,” which were written by Moses 


39 Jbid., 5 ff. 
398 In v. 6 the last two words, s1n 11», must be then the work of RE. 
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upon a scroll, and since this scroll was manifestly of primary 
importance as the concrete record and witness of this 
covenant, and therefore was presumably to be preserved most 
carefully, it is but natural to assume that the Book of the 
Covenant told of the making of the ark by Moses primarily 
to be the place of deposit of the sacred scroll of the covenant. 
This would mean, in turn, that the earliest form of the 
tradition that the ark was the depository of the sacred record 
of the covenant-“ words,” whether inscribed upon a scroll or 
upon stones, was contained in C, that it was C which first 
made of the old ark the mm mos yox, “the ark of the 
covenant of Yahwe,” and that the later accounts of J, E, 
D and P developed out of this original. In such case then 
it would follow that to the authors of C the ark discharged 
two independent, and not easily reconcilable functions; on 
the one hand, it was the depository of the scroll of the 
covenant; on the other hand, it was, through the divine 
power resident in it, the guide of Israel through the desert. 
Manifestly this latter represents the older conception of the 
power and function of the ark, while the former is a con- 
ception new, secondary, and likewise original with C. Im- 
pliedly it represents a modification by the authors of C of the | 
older conception of the ark, the beginning of that process 
of reinterpretation of the character and functions of the ark 
and of its eventual decline in reputation and regard, the 
culmination of which we have found in Ezekiel’s silence with 
regard to the ark, in the suppression of all reference to it 
in Deut. 1. 33 and 42 and in the judgment pronounced upon 
itiin: Jer —35ares 

But it is equally certain that the late post-exilic period 
witnessed a significant revival of the prestige of the ark 
and of the rdle which it played in the religious theory and 
practice of Israel. For in the Priestly Code the ark is 
represented as the most holy object, the very center of 
Israel’s religious life.#° And the question naturally arises, 
why this revival? Moreover, since, as we have seen, the 
evidence is quite conclusive that there was no ark in the 


40 Ex. 25. 10-22, 
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second Temple, at least not in the century more or less 
immediately following its erection in the early post-exilic 
period, it follows that the Priestly writers probably had no 
direct and authentic knowledge of the original ark and its 
appearance. Undoubtedly they had valuable traditions which 
guided them in their plan of reconstruction of the ark, and 
these traditions must have fixed for them its general shape 
and character. But in the two hundred years, more or less, : 
that must have intervened between the actual disappearance 
of the ark and the oldest Priestly account of it, even the 
most reliable traditions had doubtless become somewhat 
vague, and ample room was left therefore for considerable 
exercise of the imagination on the part of Priestly writers 
and for modification of old traditions with regard to the 
form and function of the ark in order to conform to and 
further Priestly Putpos: in thus reviving the institution and 
prestige of the ark. 

Now in the Priestly Code the ark discharges two 
distinct functions, each absolutely unrelated to the other, 
but also equally unrelated to the significant functions which 
the ark was believed to discharge in the earliest period of 
its history. On the one hand the ark is still the receptacle 
for the two stone tablets upon which the Ten Command- 
ments are inscribed. And on the other hand, the ark is now 
the throne of Yahwe, upon which He sits in divine solitude 
and majesty in the holy of holies, having taken up His 
permanent residence in Israel’s midst; and there He meets 
with Israel, or rather with Israel’s divinely appointed repre- 
sentative, the high-priest, on the one occasion in the year 
when the latter was permitted to enter into the divine pre- 
sence. Seemingly this representation of the ark as the divine 
throne is something new and original with the Priestly Code, 
and does not accord at all with the earlier conceptions of 
the ark. . Certainly the ark is not depicted as the divine 
throne or seat of Yahwe in a single authentic passage earlier 
than the Priestly Code or writings dependent upon this. 
There is therefore not the slightest ground for regarding this 
conception of the ark as of any great antiquity and historicity. 
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Moreover, it is clear that actually this conception of 
the ark as the throne of Yahwe is the only significant rdle 
which it plays in the scheme of the Priestly Code, and that 
its other role, as the receptacle of the tablets of the Decalogue, 
is of no practical significance whatever in this scheme, and 
is but a concession to or survival from older tradition.*? . 


41 In the Priestly Code the most general name for the ark is 
meyn pos, “the ark of testimony.” This name is, of course, derived from the 
traditional presence of the two tablets with the Ten Commandments upon them 
in the ark. The tablets themselves are called nmyn nnd, “the tablets of testimony ” 
(Ex. 31. 183 32. 153 34-29), while the Ten Commandments inscribed upon 
them are designated as “ the testimony,” myn (Ex. 25. 16, 21). The same term 
likewise designates both the ark and its contents (Ex. 16.34; 30. 36; Num. 17. 
19, 25). Consequently, because of the presence of the ark, with the stone tablets 
inside, in the sanctuary, the latter is called repeatedly either myn jowe (Ex. 38.21; 
Num. 1. 50, 533 10. 11) or neyn bax (Num. 9. 15; 17- 22, 233 18. 2; Il Chron. 
26. 6), and the veil before the ark, separating the holy of holies from the rest 
of the tabernacle, is called meyn mow, “the veil of testimony ” (Lev. 24. 3). 
The term ny in these various combinations is found only in P or in Biblical 
writings later than P and composed under Priestly influence (cf., for example, 
Ps. 19. 8, where nry is used in parallelism with mn). It implies, of course, that 
the ark, or, more exactly, the two tablets present in the ark, upon which the 
Ten Commandments, the basis of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel, were inscribed, 
were to bear testimony, testimony, of course, to the eternal covenant which 
Yahwe had established with Israel, or at least to the character of Yahwe’s 
peculiar relations with Israel. 

But while the term mmy, used either independently or in these various 
combinations, is found only in P, and with such frequency that it follows that 
the idea which it conveys must be basic in P, none the less it is certain, on the 
one hand, that the idea itself is not original in P, and, on the other hand, that 
in P it is used in an altogether conventional sense, and that the P writers had 
no adequate understanding of its true implication. For, were the ark, or rather 
the stone tablets within the ark, to serve as testimony of Yahwe’s relations with 
Israel, it would follow that they must have been exhibited to Israel on occasion, 
either at some regular moment or moments during the year, or else whenever 
the need warranted. In just this manner the hairs from the beard of the 
prophet, kept in a silver case in the Mosque of Omar in Jerusalem, are exhibited 
on each recurring 27th of Ramadan, the traditional /élatu-l-Qadr (Canaan, 
“Mohammedan Saints and Sanctuaries in Palestine,” JPOS, IV [1924], 82, 
note 1). But just such exhibit of the tablets of testimony is not only forbidden 
by the Priestly conception of and attitude toward them, but likewise it was in 
all likelihood made impossible by a practical consideration. 

For to the Priestly theologians the ark and its contents were sacrosanct. 
They stood in the holy of holies, which could never be entered by a lay 
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V 
THE THREE PERIODS IN THE HISTORY OF THE ARK 


This evidence establishes firmly that there were three 
distinct periods in the history of the ark and of the functions 


Israelite, nor even by an ordinary priest or Levite, but only by the high-priest, 
and that only once a year, and only when he was enveloped in an artificial 
cloud of incense, prescribed purposely in order that he might not see too much 
during his very brief sojourn within the holy of holies (cf. Lauterbach, 
“ A Significant Controversy between the Sadducees and the Pharisees,” HUCA, 
IV [1927], 173-205). In other words, although the ark and its contents were 
to serve as testimony unto Israel, they never were and never could be exhibited 
to Israel in order to discharge this function. And in the second place, even 
had this function been permissible, it would have been exceedingly difficult, 
if not altogether impossible, because of the presence of the golden kapporet 
upon the ark. It is true that nowhere is it stated that the opening of the ark 
was from above, and not from one of its sides, nor is there any direct evidence 
pointing to a definite answer to this question. Yet on the one hand, the presence 
of the staves, by which the ark was carried, would seem to preclude the pos- 
sibility of the opening of the ark being in at least its two long sides, and on the 
other hand, the association in the detailed description of the ark in Ex. 25. 10-22 
of the depositing of the two tablets of testimony in the ark and the placing of 
the kapporet on top of the ark seems to imply that the tablets were deposited 
in the ark through an opening in the top, and not on the side, and that im- 
mediately after the tablets had been thus deposited, the kapporet was placed 
upon this opening as a cover. This, too, is the implication of the statement in 
Ex. 40. 3 that the kapporet covered, or stopped up the opening (nz0; 
cf. Torezyner, op. cit., 239-247) of the ark. It is likewise implied in the etymo- 
logical significance of the term kapporet; for whether “to cover” (and thereby 
at the same time “to conceal”) be a primary or a secondary meaning of the 
stem s> (bid., 246 and Gesenius-Buhl, 359), unquestionably the fundamental 
meaning of kapporet was “ covering”; and this meaning it could have best if 
conceived of, not merely as resting upon, but as actually filling up the opening 
in the top of the ark through which the contents had been inserted. But in 
’ such case the tablets of testimony within the ark could have been exhibited 
to the people, and thereby alone have discharged their function as testimony 
of the covenant, only if the heavy golden kapporet were removed. And not only 
would this have been a difficult procedure, but it would have been wholly in- 
compatible with the dominant conception of the Priestly Code, that the kapporet 
was the seat of Yahwe, where He sat permanently enthroned in the midst of Israel. 

It is clear, therefore, that the Priestly writers, despite the frequency of their use 
of the term, employed ny only in a conventional sense, and with little understand- 
ing of or feeling for its literal meaning. Manifestly the conception of the Ten Com- 
mandments as the testimony of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel was not original with 
them, but must have been borrowed by them from some older source or tradition. 
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which it was thought to discharge. In the period before the 
composition of the Book of the Covenant the ark was con- 
ceived of as leading Israel upon the march and selecting the 
way which it should go and of going into battle with the 
armies of Israel and giving it victory over its enemies. These 
functions it was thought to discharge because of a certain 
divine power resident in it. The presence of this divine power 
in the ark caused it to be popularly regarded as a deity, 
or perhaps better, as containing a deity, or if not this, 


In all likelihood they coined the term my, for the ending m probably 
points to late, Aramaic influence in the formation of the word. The natural 
forerunner of the term in classical Hebrew was, in all likelihood, 71y, or in the 
plural, as generally used, My. This word is used by Deuteronomic writers 
(Deut. 4. 453 6.17, 20) as one of the common terms for law, although it does 
not refer to the Ten Commandments specifically. In Ps. 132. 12, however, it is 
coordinated with ns. Etymologically the term ay or nity represents the laws 
as the testimony or testimonies of Yahwe’s relations with Israel. And while it 
is true that Deuteronomy does not apply this term specifically to the Decalogue, 
none the less it is difficult to conceive of the origin of the term other than in 
relation to the Ten Commandments regarded as the primary testimony of 
Yahwe’s covenant with Israel. That this idea is characteristically Deuteronomic 
is proved by the injunction of Deut. 31. 26, that the Levitical priests shall 
deposit the “ book of the law,” i.e. Deuteronomy, represented as the legislation 
secondary to and supplementing the primary legislation of the Ten Command- 
ments (cf. Deut. 4. 1-13 with 14 ff.) beside the ark as a witness unto Israel. 
Manifestly therefore to these Deuteronomic writers the ark itself was primarily 
the place of deposit of the basic testimony of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel. 
Accordingly Deuteronomic writers likewise represented Samuel as depositing the 
book or scroll, in which he had recorded for Israel the plan of royal govern- 
ment sanctioned by Yahwe, “before Yahwe,” i.e. unquestionably before the 
ark (I Sam. 10. 25; for mm °3nb in Deuteronomic writings equivalent to “ before 
the ark,” cf. Josh. 4. 13; 6.8), forgetful of the fact that, according to the older 
tradition, the ark was at this time no longer in Samuel’s custody. This motit 
Priestly writers seem to have borrowed from their Deuteronomic forerunners, 
when they represented various sacred objects as deposited beside the ark; 
cf. Ex. 16. 34; Num. 17. 19, 25. 

Furthermore, it is altogether probable that the JE original of the 
Deuteronomic narrative of Moses’ making the ark and depositing the two tablets 
in it, also conceived of the tablets as deposited there, not merely for safe- 
keeping, but that they might serve as permanent witness of Yahwe’s covenant 
with Israel. And it is quite probable that this was the conception even of C, 
that in it too the Book of the Covenant was represented as deposited in the 
ark, not only for safekeeping, but also to serve as a witness of Yahwe’s covenant 
with Israel, made upon the basis of the “ words ” contained in the Book. 
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then at least as a kind of tribal or national fetish or cult- 
object. 

In the period beginning apparently with the composition 
of the Book of the Covenant and continuing through that 
of secondary strata of the Book of Deuteronomy, the ark 
came to be regarded generally as the depository of the record 
of the laws basic to Yahwe’s covenant with Israel, whether 
written down in the scroll of the Book of the Covenant, or 
inscribed upon the two tablets of stone of J, E, D and P. 
Moreover, as we have seen, toward the end of this period, 
the real, historical ark had not only disappeared in all likeli- 
hood, but it had also forfeited so much of its earlier 
reputation for power and sanctity that its absence was not 
even looked upon with regret. 

And finally, in the third period of its history, the period 
represented by the Priestly Code, and not even by the earlier 
strata thereof, the Holiness and Torah strata, but rather by 
the later strata, the Grundschrift, so-called, and secondary 
strata of this, the ark, although traditionally and conven- 
tionally still thought of as the depository of the two stone 
tablets of the Ten Commandments, was none the less now 
regarded primarily as the throne of Yahwe, upon which, in 
the holy of holies, He sat permanently enthroned in the midst 
of Israel. 

Manifestly these three conceptions of the ark and its 
functions have little or nothing in common, but represent 
three distinct developments more or less exclusive of and 
antagonistic to each other. These three conceptions of the 
ark and its functions go hand in hand with three different 
stages in the evolution of the conception of Yahwe in Israel. 
Unquestionably these different and evolving conceptions of 
the ark and its functions were the offshoots of just this 
changing and evolving conception of Yahwe. 


A 
THE SECOND PERIOD 


As we have said, the second period in the history ot 
the ark began apparently with the composition of the Book. 
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of the Covenant. Certainly as late as the reign of David 
the ark was still popularly regarded in its old light, was 
still thought to go into battle with the armies of Israel and 
give them victory. For this reason the ark is represented 
in II Sam. 11. rr as accompanying Joab and the army in 
the siege of Rabbat Ammon,*? and for the same reason, as 
we have seen, Zadok and Ebiathar brought out the ark to 
accompany David upon his flight before Absalom.4? How 
long this old conception of the ark and its functions may 
have continued to hold sway in popular thought, it is im- 
possible to determine for lack of evidence bearing upon the 
role of the ark in the period intervening between the reign 
of David and the composition of the Book of the Covenant.*4 

During this period, however, the conception of Yahwe 
and His worship by Israel underwent serious and far-reaching 
modification. The Temple at Jerusalem was erected, to serve 
as the national sanctuary of Yahwe, now conceived of as 


42 Cf. Budde’s very pertinent discussion of this passage (op. cit., 21 ff.) 
in refutation of Arnold’s interpretation of it. 

43 JI Sam. 15. 24 ff. Cf. also Budde’s discussion of this passage (op. cit., 24 ff.), 
again in refutation of Arnold. 

44 An inference with regard to this question may perhaps be drawn from 
a comparison of Num. 14. 42 and 44 with Deut. 1. 42ff. In the former account 
of Israel’s battle with the native inhabitants of southern Palestine, the ark, 
symbolizing the presence of Yahwe, does not go into battle with Israel’s army, 
and in consequence Israel is defeated. But, as we have already seen, this entire 
motif has been suppressed in the Deuteronomic version of this incident, and the 
ark is not mentioned. Since Num. 14. 40ff. is unquestionably J, we may per- 
haps infer that J at least preserved a lively reminiscence of the function of the 
ark as the symbol of Yahwe’s presence and the guarantor of victory in battle, 
but that by Deuteronomic times this had either been forgotten completely or 
else, as we have suggested, a conscious attempt was made to root out this 
tradition of the ark from the religious belief of the people. Certainly the rdle 
played by the ark in the narratives of the crossing of the Jordan and the con- 
quest of Jericho, in Josh. 3, 4 and 6, is a late and artificial reminiscence of the 
old conception of the ark as the divine power which indicated the road which 
Israel should take, on this occasion through the hitherto concealed and therefore 
entirely unknown bed of the Jordan (cf. 3. 4), and which likewise gave Israel 
victory in battle. These passages are all the work of late Deuteronomic and 
Priestly redactors (cf. Steuernagel’s analysis of these chapters in his Commentary, 
in the Nowack Handkommentar series). They have therefore no independent 
value whatever for the determination of the history of the ark. 
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Israel’s national god. We have seen*® that the religious 
reformation in the reign of Asa was, in all likelihood, — 
directed in part against the Temple at Jerusalem, still a com- 
paratively recent institution in 899 B.c., and, in opposition 
to the Temple, aimed to revive the old “tent of meeting,” 
intimately associated with the early religious history of 
Moses, the tribe of Judah and the Kenites, as the only proper 
and divinely appointed place and medium of worship of 
Yahwe by Israel. In this respect, of course, the reformation 
failed and the Temple at Jerusalem continued to be looked 
upon as the center of true Yahwe worship in Israel. 

But that the Temple at Jerusalem was regarded at this 
time as the actual residence of Yahwe, is open to serious 
question. Certainly Elijah, at about 870 sB.c., did not look 
upon the Temple in this light, but, in full accord with the 
principles which animated the reformation of Asa, a generation 
before his time, he thought of Yahwe as still dwelling upon 
the mountain in the desert, where those tribes which had 
escaped from Egypt under the leadership of Moses had first 
come into contact and entered into covenant with Him. It 
is obviously a matter of prime importance for the study of 
the history of the ark to determine just when the concept did 
arise that Yahwe had taken up His sole and permanent 
residence in the Temple. 

At first glance the question seems simple of answer. 
Amos 1. 2 represents Yahwe as roaring from Zion and sending 
forth His voice from Jerusalem. The authenticity of this 
verse has been doubted by some scholars, but upon altogether 
uncertain grounds. Certainly the verse conceives of the Temple 
at Jerusalem as Yahwe’s abiding-place. Is. 8. 18b is even 
more explicit, for it speaks of Yahwe as “ He who dwells upon 
Mt. Zion.” The authenticity of this phrase too has been 
questioned by some scholars, but again their argument is in- 
conclusive. And it is admitted by all that the contrast between 
the waters of Siloah and the Euphrates, i.e. between Yahwe. 
and Assyria as the objects of Israel’s faith and reliance, would 
be entirely without point, did it not imply a direct relationship 


45 “'The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV (1927), 123 ff. 
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between Yahwe and the Pool of Siloah, just below the Temple 
Mount, such a relationship as the sojourn of Yahwe in the 
Temple would suggest. This is probably the implication of 
Is. 28. 16 also. Likewise in Is. 1. 12 appearing before Yahwe 
in the Temple and treading down His courts, unquestionably 
imply the residence of Yahwe in the Temple at Jerusalem, 
provided of course that, as seems to be the case, the prophet 
has in mind only the Temple at Jerusalem, and not local 
shrines as well. Apparently too the popular expression. “Is 
not Yahwe in our midst?,” in Mic. 3. 11, implies His residence 
in the Temple at Jerusalem; and this seems to be confirmed 
by the designation of Zion as “the mountain of the house” 
in the next verse. 

But this seems to exhaust the list of passages in pre- 
Jeremian prophetic literature which point directly to the 
residence of Yahwe in the Temple at Jerusalem.*® And it is 


46 ] Ki. 8. 12f. might be cited as an exception to this statement, 
and particularly in the fuller form of the verses as emended according to LXX. 
It is usually contended by scholars that these verses are very old, the fragment 
of an ancient poem. Unquestionably in comparison with the setting, partly 
Deuteronomic and partly Priestly, in which these two verses occur, they are 
old. The fact too that, as the LXX version states, the poem, of which these 
verses are a fragment, was included originally in an old collection of poems, 
either a so-called “Book of Song,” as the LXX text reads, or, as has been 
suggested by scholars, the Book of Yashar, points to a certain relative antiquity 
for the poem. But that the poem was actually of very great antiquity, and 
particularly that it actually goes back to Solomon, is doubtful. In the fuller 
form of the verses, as emended according to LXX, a contrast is drawn between 
Yahwe and the sun. Yahwe has set the sun in the heaven, but He Himself 
has chosen to dwell in darkness. This last, of course, refers to the concept that 
Yahwe dwelt within the d*bir of the Temple. The contrast between Yahwe and 
the sun is indeed strange and significant. Why it should have been made, and 
particularly at the time of the erection of the Temple, or even shortly there- 
after, it is difficult to imagine. Yahwe is here represented as the lord and 
creator of the sun; the sun is His agent or instrument. Such a concept is not 
only not early, but it has a decidedly theological ring. We shall see shortly 
that as the result of natural, syncretistic processes, after the settlement of Israel 
in Palestine, Yahwe was gradually invested with the attributes of a solar deity, 
but that, beginning with the Deuteronomic reformation, a systematic attempt 
was made to divest Him of all solar attributes, and with this, of course, to 
represent Him as a truly universal deity, therefore the creator and lord of the 
sun as well as of all other phenomena of the universe. These verses smack so 
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difficult indeed to avoid the impression that this list is 
singularly small and inconclusive. For had the idea that 
Yahwe actually dwelt solely and permanently in the Temple 
been firmly rooted in the belief of the people in the days of 
Amos, Hosea and particularly Isaiah, there would have been 
innumerable occasions to refer to it explicitly. Consequently 
the manifest paucity of these references raises a serious doubt 
with regard to the degree to which this idea had at this time 
spread and taken deep root in the belief and practice of the 
people. 

And this doubt is confirmed by a number of very serious 
considerations. Is. 29. 3 pictures Yahwe as camping about Jeru- 
salem and besieging it; and only with difficulty can this 
picture be made to conform to the idea of Yahwe dwelling 
permanently within the Temple. Is. 31. 4 is even more explicit 
and significant in this regard, for it describes Yahwe as des- 
cending to wage war against Mount Zion. Necessarily we 
must ask, descending from where? And to this question Mic. r. 
2, 3, 12 furnish the clear answer; Yahwe comes forth from 
His heavenly temple or palace and descends upon the earth, 
so that the mountains melt beneath Him and the valleys are 
cleft asunder; and with Him evil descends against the gate 
of Jerusalem. This too seems to be the implication of Hos. 5. 14, 
that Yahwe will desert Israel and Judah and return to His 
place, i.e., presumably, heaven. Moreover, with significant 
frequency and regularity the J code represents Yahwe as 
coming down to earth to establish contact with mortals, 
whether it be to observe the Tower of Babel and to scatter 
the people and confound their speech,*7 or to confer with 
Moses in the sight of all the people.*® Manifestly the im- 
plication here is that Yahwe dwells in heaven and descends 


strongly of this Deuteronomic theology that it is practically impossible to ascribe 
an earlier origin to them. They apply perfectly to the second Temple and its 
dedication, but not at all to the first Temple. We can not therefore interpret 
these two verses as indicative of an early, pre-Deuteronomic belief that Yahwe 
actually resided in the Temple at Jerusalem. 

47 Gen. 11. 5, 73 cf. Gen. 18. 213 Ex. 3. 8. 

48. Px. 19. 11, 18,203 33. 93 34. 53 Num. 11. 253 12. 5; LXX to Deut. 


gyn, 20% 
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only occasionally to commune with mortals, and especially 
with Israel, either to reveal His law and will unto them or to 
visit His wrath upon them. 

Here then we have two apparently contradictory and 
mutually exclusive concepts of Yahwe’s dwelling-place, both 
seemingly current in the same period, and both even finding 
forceful expression in the utterances of the same two prophets, 
Isaiah and Micah. Is it possible that these two conflicting con- 
cepts were satisfactorily harmonized in the belief of the people; 
in other words, could the people have conceived of Yahwe at 
one and the same time as dwelling in heaven and likewise in 
the Temple at Jerusalem in their very midst? Is. 6 suggests the 
answer, and in a manner of utmost significance for this study. 

This stirring vision represents the young prophet as 
beholding Yahwe seated upon a lofty throne in the Temple,*® 
surrounded by a number of attendant angels, or winged, divine 
creatures. It is not immediately clear whether the narrative 
implies that Yahwe dwells permanently in the Temple, though 
ordinarily invisible to mortals, and only on this one par- 
ticular occasion permits Himself to be seen by the young 
prophet, or whether it implies that Yahwe had just entered 
the Temple when the prophet beheld Him. The former is the 
traditional and almost universally accepted interpretation. 
In fact the latter seems not to have occurred to any one. Yet 
a moment’s thought shows that the picture here of Yahwe in 
the Temple is not at all that which is general in Biblical 
literature. Yahwe sits enthroned here apparently not in the 
innermost recesses of the Temple, in the debir or the “holy 
of holies,” in solitary grandeur, but out in the body of the 
Temple, so that the train of His robe fills the entire Temple. 

Moreover, the reference to the quaking threshold seems 
to imply that Yahwe had just passed over it through the 
door of the Temple; therefore the threshold still quakes; for 


49 For a full and clear discussion of the question whether Isaiah saw 
Yahwe enthroned in the Temple at Jerusalem or in the heavenly temple, as 
Jewish tradition and also a few modern commentators would have it, and con- 
vincing proof that it was the Temple at Jerusalem, cf. Gray, Isaiah, I, tos f. 
Unternational Critical Commentary series). 
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the passage can scarcely mean that the threshold quaked per- 
manently because Yahwe dwelt within the Temple. Manifestly 
the picture here implies one of two things, either that Yahwe 
had just come forth into the body of the Temple from the 
“holy of holies” in the innermost part of the Temple, in 
which He resided permanently, or that He had just entered 
the Temple from without, coming in over the threshold, which 
quaked at His majestic passing; in this latter case coming 
down, of course, from heaven where He was thought to have 
His true and permanent abode. There can not be the least 
doubt as to which of these two implications is correct. 
Nowhere in Biblical literature or in ancient Jewish tradition 
do we find the slightest trace of a belief that Yahwe ever 
came forth from the “holy of holies” to take His place in 
the body of the Temple. But we have had a number of 
references in Biblical writings of this very period speaking 
of Yahwe’s descent from heaven. And the J code in particular 
tells explicitly of Yahwe’s descent from heaven either on the 
top of Mt. Sinai, to reveal the Decalogue, or at the very 
door of the tabernacle to commune with Moses. Unquestionably 
the implication of this narrative is that Yahwe has just 
descended from heaven, accompanied by His train of 
heavenly attendants, and has just entered the Temple through 
the open gate, so that the threshold is still quaking at the 
“moment when the prophet beholds Yahwe. 

And if this interpretation of this interesting narrative be 
correct, it suggests the answer to our question as to how it 
was possible to conceive of Yahwe as dwelling in heaven and 
on occasion descending therefrom, yet at the same time being 
present in the Temple at Jerusalem in such manner that the 
people could believe that Yahwe was in their midst, that 
Amos could speak of Yahwe as roaring from Zion and sending 
forth His voice from Jerusalem, and that Isaiah could personify 
Yahwe as the waters of Siloah. It seems to imply that Yahwe’s 
true dwelling-place was in heaven, but that upon some regular 
annual occasion He descended therefrom and entered the 
Temple and there He sat enthroned for a time surrounded 
by His heavenly host. And besides this He could, upon 
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special occasions, descend from heaven, either to commune 
with His people through His chosen servants or to visit His 
divine wrath upon them. What could have been the regular, 
annual occasion of Yahwe’s descent from heaven and entrance 
into the Temple? 

The chapter apparently gives not the slightest indication 
of the particular occasion of this vision. The natural and 
customary inference is that it was upon no particular 
occasion, but merely a chance occurrence that the young 
Isaiah, happening in the most ordinary manner to be in the 
Temple, beheld this august vision. Yet it is self-evident that 
the entire incident has more point and force if it is thought 
to have happened upon a certain particular occasion, an 
occasion directly related in some way to the content of the 
vision and its import to the youthful prophet, rather than 
if it had happened at a chance, insignificant moment.>° 


50 Tt is selfevident that I Ki. 22. 19 ff. presents a close parallel to 
Is. 6. In both the prophet sees a vision of Yahwe enthroned and attended by 
heavenly beings. And in both passages a message comes to the prophet from 
the Deity, designed to bring about the destruction of the object against whom 
the vision is directed, in the one case Ahab, the king, in the other case the 
entire nation of Israel. This parallelism is so close and striking that it is im- 
possible to escape the conclusion of direct dependence of the one upon the 
other. Nor can there be any question that Is. 6 is the original andI Ki. 22. 19 ff. 
the dependent vision. This would imply, of course, that I Ki. 22. 19 ff. being 
dependent upon Is. 6, must be later than 7408B.C., and in all likelihood later by 
not a few years; accordingly it must be secondary in I Ki. 22, as quite a number 
of authoritative Biblical scholars have maintained (cf. Kittel, Commentary, in 
Nowack’s Handkommentar series, 174). This conclusion is corroborated by one 
consideration of much importance for this study. Does I Ki. 22. 19ff., like 
Is. 6, envision Yahwe enthroned in the Temple at Jerusalem or in heaven? 
Unquestionably the latter. For, on the one hand, it would have been altogether 
incongruous for an official, professional prophet of the Northern Kingdom 
during the reign of Ahab to have envisioned Yahwe enthroned in the Temple at 
Jerusalem. Moreover, a moment’s thought shows that this is no real vision, 
actually beheld by the prophet with ordinary sight, as that in Is. 6 undoubtedly 
was, but instead it is either a literary, fictitious vision, or, at the most, a psychical 
vision, something which the prophet saw, or believed that he saw, not with his 
physical, but only with his mind’s eye, as it were. This is proved by the pre- 
ceding vision in vy. 17, where the prophet also sees, and this certainly only in 
a psychical state, all Israel leaderless and scattered. From this it is clear that the 
dependence of I Ki. 22. 19ff.. upon Is. 6, while real, is so only in external 
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In a very interesting passage the Talmud®! records the 
surprising fact that the Temple at Jerusalem was so located 
and built that on the two annual equinoctial days the first 
rays of the rising sun would shine directly through the 
eastern gate. Considerable evidence, to be gathered from a 
great variety of sources, shows that this eastern gate was 
kept fast closed all through the year, but was opened on 
these two particular days for just this especial purpose. The 
entrance of these first rays of the rising sun upon the two 
equinoctial days through the eastern gate and directly into 
the very heart of the Temple, was thought to symbolize the 
coming of Yahwe and His presence within the Temple, at 
least on those days. For this reason the day of the fall 
equinox was celebrated in ancient Israel as the New Year’s 
Day. It was accordingly the day when Yahwe was thought 
to sit in the midst of His heavenly court and administer 
justice and decide the destinies of Israel, and perhaps of 
other nations also, for the ensuing year. 

It was the coming of the first rays of the rising sun on 
_ the mornings of the two equinoctial days, and especially of 
the fall equinox, that was known as the coming of the 
kebod Yahwe, “the glory of Yahwe.” Ezek. 43.-2 ff. gives 
the most concrete picture of this. On the New Year’s Day 
the prophet sees in his vision the kebod Yahwe, or as he 
calls it there, the k*bod **lohe Yisra’el, coming from the 
east, with a sound like the noise of mighty waters, and as 
it comes along the earth is lit up by its radiance.52 He sees 


circumstances in the framework of the vision, and not at all in its inner con- 
cepts and content. This consideration likewise makes it certain that Yahwe is 
here envisioned enthroned, not in the Temple at Jerusalem, as in Is. 6, but in 
heaven. This is, of course, a concept frequently alluded to in late Biblical 
passages, such as Is. 66. 1; Job. 2. 1. This fact too corroborates the conclusion 
that I Ki. 22. 19 ff. is late. 

51 Jer. Erubin, V, 22. 

52 yyasy. For nas = “ radiance,” cf. Is. 10. 16f., where w2> stands, on the 
one hand, in parallelism with 5s-w mx, and on the other hand, in contrast with 
ws npr> 3p; Zech. 2. 9, where Yahwe declares that He will be a wall of fire 
(ws non) round about the city (of course in order to protect it against danger 
from without) and radiance (mss) within (i.e. shining benignantly and without 
harm upon its inhabitants); Is. 60. 1ff., “ Arise, shine, for thy light (i.e. Yahwe) 
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it approach the Temple and enter by the eastern gate and 
take up its permanent residence within the Temple. There- 


is come, and the k*bod Yahwe has risen (like the sun, mn) upon thee. Behold, 
darkness covereth the earth, and deep darkness the nations; but upon thee 
Goth Yahwe rise (like the sun, my), and His radiance (or His kabod, i.e. the 
kebod Yabhwe, which amounts to the same thing) is revealed (or hath revealed 
itself) unto thee. And nations shall go toward thy light (i.e. Yahwe), and kings 
toward thy radiant sunrise ” (literally, “ toward the radiance or brilliance of thy 
sunrising”). The parallelism here shows clearly that this is but a poetic equi- 
valent for the kbod Yahwe, i.e. for Yahwe represented by the first rays of the 
rising sun. Moreover, the background of the picture here is the celebration of 
the interesting ceremonies of the simbat bet haSo’ebah, in connection with the 
Succoth-festival (cf. Sukkah, V). Until the time of Ezra, and even for a time 
thereafter, this was the old New Year’s Day celebration (cf. my “The Three 
Calendars of Ancient Israel,” HUCA, I [1924], 22-58). Unquestionably the 
sunrise here referred to, correlated with the manifestation of Yahwe’s presence, 
is the sunrise upon the day of the fall equinox, the New Year’s Day. Is. 59. 19 
likewise correlates the radiance of Yahwe, or the k*bod Yahwe, with the east, 
the place of sunrise, while at the same time, and singularly enough, it correlates 
the “name of Yahwe,” likewise a manifestation of the Deity, with the west. 
Furthermore, Ex. 16. 10 (belonging to P2, and therefore coming from the late 
post-exilic period) represents Israel, but recently emerged from Egypt and 
marching eastward through the desert, looking towards the desert, i.e. of course 
towards the east, and beholding the k*bod Yahwe. 

In all these passages m=, standing by itself, has unquestionably the meaning — 
“ radiance,” or else, used in the technical term k*bod Yahwe, is obviously asso- 
ciated with the radiance of the first rays of the rising sun upon the day of the 
fall equinox, the New Year’s Day. Consequently in this compound term 25 
could be best and most literally translated “ radiance” of Yahwe. Accordingly 
we must translate Is. 6. 3 (and with it, of course, the dependent passage Ps. 72. 19) 
“the whole earth {is filled with His radiance.” Likewise Ps. 57. 6, 12; 108. 6, 
“Be high above the heavens, O God; over all the earth be Thy radiance ”; 
and Ps. 113. 4, “Exalted above all nations is Yahwe; His radiance is over the 
heavens.” Also in Is. 4. 5 2 must either be translated “ radiance,” or, perhaps 
better be regarded as a contraction of the fuller expression kbod Yahwe; for 
here too the background of the picture is the characteristic Priestly representation 
of the k*bod Yahwe, a flaming apparition, visible to Israel at night, but in form 
subdued, and therefore harmless to the vision, either by the darkness of the 
night, or, as here, because enveloped in smoke, but during the day enveloped 
in the cloud, and therefore itself invisible to Israel (cf. Ex. 24. 15-183 40. 34-38). 
Perhaps also in Is. 24. 23 w33 should be translated “ radiance,” and the picture 
here be contrasted with that of Ex. 24.10. Not improbably also in Is. 30. 27 
732 should be translated “radiant” or “gleaming.” The passage is difficult indeed, 
and neither ancient versions nor modern commentators have been able to make 
anything satisfactory out of it. For nywe 12> LXX seems to have read mos 7323 
vrew. And since Targum paraphrases the end of the same verse xbox xwx> non, 
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fore the prophet is charged to see that henceforth the eastern 
gate is kept closed forever, i.e., never again to be reopened, 
as formerly, on the two annual equinoctial days. The old 
ceremony of the opening of the gates for the day, and the 
solemn closing of them at the end of the day’s ceremonies, 
the prophet very manifestly seeks to abrogate. This is, of 
course, because he is fully aware of the original idolatrous 
rites connected with the worship of the sun at this open 
eastern gate,°* and in order to counteract the impression that 
they have aught to do with the pure worship of Yahwe. 
But he has also a second motive in thus prescribing that this 
eastern gate must be kept closed forever; thereby he sym- 
bolizes concretely to the people of Israel that Yahwe is now 
actually dwelling permanently in their midst, that He is 
there, in the Temple, no longer merely upon the New Year’s 
Day, but throughout the entire year, at all times, permanently. 

But while Ezekiel thus makes extensive use of the idea 
and ceremonial of the coming of the kebod Yahwe into the 
Temple ** at Jerusalem on the New Year’s Day, it is by no 


we must infer that LXX probably understood 22 here as meaning “ radiance,” 
like that of a consuming fire. Certainly the “light of the seven days,” in v. 26 
refers to the illuminations in the Temple and throughout the entire city, and in 
fact through the whole land of Palestine, during the seven days of the ceremonies 
of the simhat bet haso ebah, i. e. the seven days of the Succoth-festival; and v. 29 
makes explicit and rather detailed reference to these same ceremonies. Probably 
therefore, whatever be the actual meaning of v. 27, the background is also that 
of these same festival rites, with their association with the first rays of the rising 
sun upon the day of the fall equinox and the consequent coming of the kbod 
Yahwe. 722 here is apparently in parallelism with "y, and therefore has been 
traditionally vocalized as a participle. All this evidence points to the probability 
of the translation “ radiant.” 

In this connection it is interesting and significant to note that Charlier 
(“ Ein astronomischer Beitrag zur Exegese des Alten Testaments,” ZDMG, 58 
[1904], 392f.), working upon altogether independent grounds, arrived at the 
same conclusion that the k*bod Yahwe must be correlated with the first rays of 
the rising sun upon the days of the equinox. 

53 Cf. Ezek. 8. 16ff. and Sukkah, V, 4. 

54 This entire subject of the k bod Yahwe and its coming into the Temple 
through the eastern gate on the New Year’s Day is one of exceeding importance 
for the history of the religion of Israel. But, as the few points discussed in 
note §2 indicate, it is entirely too vast in extent and too complex to be treated 
here in detail. This must await another occasion. 
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means original with him. Ezek. 8. 16 ff. proves that this was 
an old ceremony in the Temple at Jerusalem, probably but ~ 
loosely coordinated with the worship of Yahwe. What 
Ezekiel, although perhaps half unconsciously, aimed to do, 
was, as we have just intimated, to divest the ceremony of — 
its most obvious and objectionable non-Yahwistic elements 
and give it a proper and legitimate place in the Yahwe- 
Temple and cult. 

The antiquity of the institution is further attested by 
the realization that it constituted likewise the basis of the 
picture in Is.6 and the occasion of the young prophet’s vision 
in the Temple. There too we have Yahwe and His kabod, 
His radiance, filling the entire world. He is seated upon a 
high throne in the Temple, surrounded by the seraphim, 
winged, angelic creatures, manifestly the forerunners of the 
cherubim of Ezekiel. Probably, as the name serajim indicates, 
they were conceived of as fiery beings, shining with a radiance 
comparable to, but no doubt inferior to, and perhaps 
emanating by reflection from Yahwe. Here too, just as in 
all accounts of the manifestation of the kebod Yahwe, the 
sanctuary is filled with smoke, or, what amounts to the same 
thing, with cloud.®> And here too, just as in other accounts, 
the prophet fears that he must die, for he has beheld Yahwe; 
and ordinarily for a mortal to gaze upon Yahwe, even in 
the form of the kebod Yahwe, meant death.>® 

And what is Yahwe doing here in the Temple on this 
New Year’s Day? Apparently judging the peoples and pro- 
nouncing their destinies for the ensuing year. For when, in 
v. 8, the prophet, his lips purified by the coal from off the 
altar, is made to hear clearly and to understand the full import 
of what Yahwe is saying, the words are, ‘“‘ Whom shall I send, 
and who will go for us?,” i.e. who shall be our agent, to carry 
out our plan and thus fulfill the destiny of Israel appointed 
for that year? And what this destiny is, is stated clearly in 
vv. 9 ff., the complete destruction of the nation and desolation 


55 Ex. 40:,353 Ly Kien Sat Ol: sulsied ny seekers 
56 Cf. Gen. 32. 313 Ex..33. 203) Nom..16, 20, 353. Jud. 23. 223 alo 
my “Moses with the Shining Face,” HUCA, I (1925), 1-27. 
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of the land. But since, in accordance with the prophetic teach- 
ing of the day,°®* before Israel might be destroyed by Yahwe 
it must be warned of its impending doom and summoned to 
repent, this shall be the mission of the ardent, young devotee. 
But likewise, since Israel’s destiny of doom has been fixed by 
Yahwe and His divine court, and its destruction is therefore 
inevitable, the mission of the prophet must be fruitless, even 
though it be indispensable; accordingly he must speak to a 
people fat of heart, heavy of ear and sealed of eye, a people 
therefore which can not repent and return to Yahwe and thus 
escape its sentence of doom. 

Unquestionably the background of this picture represents 
Yahwe seated in the Temple, in the midst of His divine 
attendants, holding court upon the New Year’s Day and 
fixing the destiny of Israel for the ensuing year. It is alto- 
gether probable that the picture is based, in considerable part 
at least, upon a Babylonian original, for in Babylonian 
literature Bel-Marduk is frequently represented as discharging 
this function upon just this occasion.57 Moreover, on this day 
the Babylonian deities, and particularly Marduk, were thought 
to enter their temples in solemn procession. Undoubtedly the 
seraphim here, just as the cherubim of Ezekiel and of post- 
exilic literature, are largely, although probably not entirely, 
nor necessarily directly, an outgrowth of Babylonian repre- 
sentations of heavenly beings of secondary rank, the attendants 
of the gods.°® 

But Is. 6 does not necessarily conceive of Yahwe as 
actually dwelling within the Temple, and therefore constantly 
enthroned upon the high seat upon which the prophet beheld 
Him. Rather in all likelihood, very much like Marduk in the 
Babylonian New Year’s Day ceremonial,®® He was conceived 
of in the time of Isaiah as coming into the Temple only on 
this one day and only for the purpose of there holding His 

562 Cf. Amos 3. 7. 

57 Cf. Zimmern, Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testament*, 515}; Jastrow, 
Die Religion Babyloniens und Assyriens, 1, 503. 

58 Cf. note 71, below. 


39 Cf. Zimmern, Das babylonische Neujahrsfest; Langdon, The Babylonian 
Epic of Creation. 
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divine court and pronouncing the destiny of Israel for the 
year. It is indeed significant that this passage calls the Temple 
only by the colorless name, 527, a name which also came 
to Israel from the Babylonians, and that apparently it is not 
called by the more specific name, mms, “house” or 
“ dwelling-place of Yahwe,” in a single authenticated passage 
earlier than Jeremiah.®° 

In other words, this narrative establishes no more than 
that Isaiah does see Yahwe enthroned in the Temple at Jeru- 
salem, and this apparently upon the New Year’s Day. But 
this evidence alone is insufficient to determine whether Yahwe 
was actually regarded by the prophet as residing permanently 
in the Temple, or as merely having entered there, of course 
in the form of the kebod Yahwe, for just that one day, in 
order to there hold His divine court and fix the destinies of 
Israel, and perhaps of other nations also, for the new year. 


£0 Unless perhaps in Mic. 3. 12. But there msn, in the term msn on, 
might refer to the royal palace as well as to the Temple. Moreover, of all the 
eighteen passages in Jeremiah in which the term m7 ms is used, not a single 
one comes from the period of his prophetic activity preceding the Deuteronomic 
reformation in 621 B. C. The term is used very rarely in pre-Jeremian writings, 
and never refers specifically to the Temple at Jerusalem. Scholars are agreed 
that the term mm ms in Hos. 8. 1, and probably also in 9. 15, refers to the 
entire land of Palestine. And in Hos. 9. 4 the expression refers to any sanctuary 
of Yahwe, and particularly to the Yahwe-sanctuaries of the Northern Kingdom. 
In If Sam. 12. 20, clause ay, in which the term occurs, is manifestly a late, 
disturbing gloss. In Josh. 6. 24 the term is likewise recognized by all scholars 
as an anachronism and therefore a gloss. I have shown too (“The Oldest 
Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV [1927], 50) that Ex. 23.19 and 34. 36, in which 
the term occurs, are both Deuteronomic. In Jud. 19. 18 the expression is also, 
in the opinion of all scholars, the result either of incorrect copying or of 
glossation. Is. 2. 2, 3,5; 37-13 38.20,22; Mic. 4. 1 are all generally recognized 
as late. This leaves I Sam. 1. 24; 3.15 as the only passages of the entire Bible 
earlier than Jeremiah in which the expression mm m2 may be authentic. But 
even here, just as in Hos. 9. 4, it refers, not to the Temple at Jerusalem, but to. 
the sanctuary at Shiloh, likewise in the Northern Kingdom. And inasmuch as 
1.9 and 3. 3 call this same sanctuary, b2nn, the temptation is strong to regard 
this as the older term, in common use in the pre-Deuteronomic period. Just 
this is the term employed in Is. 6. 1 to designate the Temple at Jerusalem. 
Finally, Jer. 7. 4 seems to imply very positively that still in the days of the 
prophet the popular designation for the Temple at Jerusalem was mim Son, as in 
Is. 6. 1, and not mm rs. 
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Certainly a century later, by the time of Jeremiah, the 
popular belief was that Yahwe dwelt permanently in the 
Temple. This is indicated not only, as has been intimated, 
by the designation of the Temple as mim nn, “the house 
of Yahwe,” which becomes common from that time on, but 
also by the emphatic manner in which Deuteronomic writers 
represent the Temple at Jerusalem as the place which Yahwe 
had chosen, aw ww y2wd, “to cause His name to dwell there.” 

But it is equally certain that this emphatic representation 
of the Temple as the place where Yahwe’s name, i.e. of 
course, Yahwe Himself, dwells is with these Deuteronomic 
writers, in part at least, propagandistic, conforming to and en- 
forcing the Deuteronomic program of the destruction of the 
local shrines throughout the country, with the Jerusalem 
Temple alone left as the sole place of Yahwe worship, the 
only place where He might be found. In fact it is difficult 
to believe that, so long as many sanctuaries existed in the land, 
all of them, regardless of possible Canaanite origins, looked 
upon popularly as Yahwe shrines and seats of Yahwe worship, 
the Temple at Jerusalem should have been generally regarded 
as the sole, actual abode of Yahwe, the one place where He 
was thought to dwell permanently. Such a concept could 
logically have developed only after and as a direct outgrowth 
of the Deuteronomic program of the destruction of all local 
sanctuaries other than the Temple at Jerusalem. But with 
only one sanctuary consecrated to Him, what more natural 
than that Yahwe should have speedily come to be regarded 
as actually dwelling permanently in that one sanctuary, in its 
innermost recesses? This argument is substantiated by the 
fact which we have already noted, that apparently not until 
Jeremiah, i.e. not until the Deuteronomic period, does the 
term syrns, “house of Yahwe,” become the regular 
designation for the Temple at Jerusalem. 

This conclusion is borne out also by other considerations, 
secondary in character, it is true, yet of considerable signifi- 
cance in this connection. Ezekiel, too, unquestionably con- 
ceived of Yahwe as dwelling permanently within the Temple, 
for, in 10. 19 ff. and rx. 22f. he sees the Deity, in the form 
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of the kebod ’elohe Yisra’el, leaving the Temple, now doomed 
to destruction, going out through the eastern gate and journey- 
ing eastward over the Mount of Olives. Obviously Ezekiel 
could not have pictured Yahwe leaving the Temple in this 
manner, if he had not conceived of Him as actually dwelling 
there permanently. This conclusion is confirmed, as has 
already been intimated, by the sequel to this picture in 
chapters 40 ff. where the prophet gives in detail his vision 
of the rebuilt Temple and of the return therein of the Deity, 
still in the form of the kebod ’elohe Yisra’el, entering through 
the same eastern gate through which He had departed from 
the old Temple. The vision then concludes with the charge 
that this eastern gate must be kept closed forever, not only, 
manifestly, that no mortal being may thereafter presume to 
enter by the same gate as that through which the Deity had 
entered, but also, as we have already suggested, because, so 
the prophet means to imply, having taken up His permanent 
abode there, Yahwe will never again forsake His Temple, 
will never again have occasion to go out through this eastern 
gate. And dwelling permanently there, the Temple has now 
become the place of Yahwe’s throne and of the resting-place 
of the soles of His feet.%1 

But it is quite certain that even to Ezekiel there is some- 
thing of novelty about this conception of Yahwe dwelling 
permanently in the Temple and never again coming in or 
going out through the eastern gate. For, on the one hand, 
the prophet is compelled to legislate about the matter, and 
to prescribe that the eastern gate must henceforth be kept 
closed forever, i.e. it must never again be opened, in accordance 
with past custom, upon the two equinoctial days. As has been 
suggested, through this prescription the prophet aimed to tex- 
minate completely an old, important and long practiced 
ceremony, that of greeting the first rays of the rising sun 
upon the equinoctial days, and particularly upon the New 
Year’s Day, a ceremony which He recognized as distinctly 
non-Yahwistic, and which he regarded as particularly ab- 
horrent to Yahwe. And, on the other hand, as 8. 16 shows, 


EN Ezek. 43a 
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this ceremony was actually practiced in the Temple at Jeru- 
salem down to the actual moment of its destruction in 586 B.c. 

But with this ceremony, representing the coming of 
Yahwe into the Temple with the first rays of the rising sun 
upon each recurring New Year’s Day, persisting to this late 
date, it is difficult to believe that the conception of Yahwe 
dwelling permanently in the Temple had as yet taken firm 
root in the belief of the people by the time of the destruction 
of the Temple. It would seem rather that during the century 
or century and a half preceding the destruction of the Temple 
two partially contradictory ideas were struggling for dominance 
in the popular belief, the old idea of the annual entrance of 
Yahwe into the Temple, in the form of the kebod Yahwe, 
the first rays of the rising sun, upon the New Year’s Day, and 
the new conception, apparently supported by the prophetic 
group and the Deuteronomic writers, and strongly enforced 
by the Deuteronomic reformation and the destruction 
of the local sanctuaries, that the Temple at Jerusalem was 
the actual abode of Yahwe, His house or home, where He sat 
permanently enthroned in the midst of Israel. 

The struggle between these two contradictory concepts 
continued down to the very destruction of the Temple in , 
586 B.c., however with the younger concept of the Temple as 
the permanent dwelling-place of Yahwe apparently gaining 
ground steadily, even though slowly. It was Ezekiel who 
finally decided the conflict by denouncing the old ceremony 
as non-Yahwistic, and by legislating that henceforth the 
eastern gate might never again be opened. Thereby he put an 
end in a very practical manner to the observance of the old 
sun-rite. Actually therefore it was not until the second” 
Temple and the post-exilic period that the new concept of the 
Temple as the sole and permanent residence of Yahwe came 
to hold undisputed sway.** Haggai and Zechariah were 


62 However, even in post-Biblical times certain survivals of the old 
ceremony of the opening and closing of the eastern gate of the Temple, and 
other rites attendant upon the coming of the k*bod Yahwe upon the New 
Year’s Day, continued in folk-practice, and even in official religion. I have 
already pointed out the rdle which the closed eastern gate played in the 
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apparently the first therefore who, without being troubled by 
any contradictory and competing idea, could unqualifiedly 
represent the Temple at Jerusalem as the dwelling-place of 


ceremonies of the simhat bet haso ebah during the Succoth-festival (Sukkah, V, 4). 
During the Latin Kingdom in Jerusalem (1099-1187 A.D.) on two annual 
festivals, Palm Sunday and the Festival of the Cross, the eastern gate of the 
Temple area, the so-called Golden Gate, which had been sealed up during the 
period of Moslem possession of the city (637-1099), was opened at dawn and 
closed again at sunset, to remain closed during the entire remainder of the year 
(on the evidence of John of Wiirzburg, who visited Jerusalem in 1137). These 
two festivals are late, Christianized forms of the earlier Canaanite and Israelite 
equinoctial festivals, and are celebrated still today almost at the exact time of 
the two equinoxes (cf. my “ The Three Calendars of Ancient Israel,” HUCA, I 
[1924], 48f, note 47). 

In the Jewish liturgy the closing portion of the ritual for Yom Kippur is 
known as Neilah, “ closing,” or in its full form, N“ilat HaSa‘ar, “the closing 
of the gate,” and the liturgy for this service contains frequent reference to the 
closing of the gate at sunset. The origin of this peculiar symbolism has never 
been adequately determined. But when we remember that not until near the 
very end of the Biblical period was the institution of the Day of Atonement 
established (zbid., 22-43), and that until this time the roth day of the seventh 
month had been steadily observed as the New Year’s Day, the day therefore 
upon which the eastern gate of the Temple was opened at dawn and closed at 
sunset, it is clear that the Neilah-service of Yom Kippur rests upon a distinct 
reminiscence of the old, idolatrous rite celebrated upon this day. 

Quite obviously too Ps. 24. 7-10 with its apostrophe to the gates to lift 
themselves up, i.e. of course, to open, so that Yahwe, the “King of Glory,” 
or perhaps better in the light of this study, “the radiant King,” i.e. Yahwe 
coming in the form of the k*bod Yahwe, might enter, finds its explanation in 
the ceremony of opening the eastern gate of the Temple on the New Yeat’s 
Day. Quite significantly both LXX and Vulg. have the introductory record, 
missing in M.T., that this psalm was for Sunday, while Pesh. has the fuller 
statement, that it was for the first day, i.e. Sunday, when God finished the 
work of creation. Certainly this last is an elaboration of the original statement 
of LXX and Vulg. And why this particular psalm should have been designated 
as for Sunday, and likewise why reference to this fact should be omitted in 
M.T., is clear when we remember that in the pre-Pharisean form of the Jewish 
calendar the New Year’s Day, as well as all other significant festival days, fell 
upon Sunday. (Cf. my “ The Origin of Massoth and the Massoth-Festival,” A JT, 
XXI [1917], 279, and my “ Additional Notes on ‘The Three Calendars of Ancient 
Israel,’ > HUCA, Ul [1926], 87-100.) This entire subject of the solar ceremonies 
connected with the eastern gate of the Temple at Jerusalem is obviously or 
far-reaching importance for the history of Judaism and of Christianity also. 
But it is likewise of such complexity and magnitude that it will require in- 
dependent treatment. This study I shall publish at the earliest Opportunity. 
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Yahwe to which He was about to return, still in the form of 
the kebod Yahwe,® in order to take up His permanent 
residence there in Israel’s midst. Therefore Haggai could 
compare the Temple as Yahwe’s residence with the houses in 
which the people themselves dwelt.¢t And Zechariah could 
represent Yahwe as returning to Jerusalem, to His house, and 
dwelling there in Israel’s midst, where eventually all the 
nations of the earth would seek and find Him.* 

This argument, with its important conclusions, is borne 
out by one further, significant piece of evidence. If, in 
accordance with the old belief, Yahwe was thought to come 
into the Temple on the morning of each recurring New Yeatr’s 
Day, the question arises, how was He conceived as coming; 
how was He transported thither? The presence in the Temple 
of the horses and chariots of the sun, destroyed by Josiah at 
the very beginning of the Deuteronomic reformation,°* sug- 
gests the answer. Certainly these horses and chariots of the 
sun were present in Yahwe’s Temple for no vain purpose nor 
as mere monuments of the cult of some foreign deity accorded 
a measure of worship by Israel during this period. These 
chariots and horses of the sun sprang unquestionably from 
the cult of some foreign deity, perhaps the Babylonian 
Shamash or else, and perhaps more probably, some West- 
Semitic form of the sun-god. But they must have been in- 
tegrated with the worship of Yahwe in the Temple at Jeru- 

63 Cf. Hag. 1. 8 and my “On Leviticus 10. 3” in Oriental Studies Dedicated 
to Paul Haupt, 101, note 5. ors 49: : 

65 1.16; 8. 3, 21 ff. Moreover Zechariah apparently conceived of Yahwe 
as dwelling, during the period between 586 and 516 B.C., during which time 
the Temple lay in ruins, in a place far to the east (to be inferred from the fact 
that the chariots coming out from the presence of Yahwe [Zech. 6. 5] go 
towards the north, the west [reading for on~nsnds, jrmsn-bs, or perhaps, by 
analogy with the parallel expressions, jrns1 yas bs] and the south), behind the 
two copper mountains. Manifestly this is the place of sunrise. The picture is 
clearly based upon a Babylonian original, for in Babylonian art the representation 
of Shamash, the sun-god, coming forth from between two mountains, is 
extremely common (cf. Ward, The Seal Cylinders of Western Asia, 87 ff. 
[illustrations 244-269]; Jastrow, Bildermappe zur Religion Babyloniens und As-. 
syriens, 170,171). These two mountains depicted upon these Babylonian seals were 
probably conceived of as copper, since burnished copper is universally symbolic 
of the sun, because of its color and reflective qualities. voce FS ie ak ar 
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salem in such manner that they had come to seem a quite 
essential part of His cult. Now what functions could they 
have discharged, or what could their symbolism have been 
in the syncretistic Yahwe-cult in the Temple in that day? 
There can be little doubt that Yahwe was thought to come 
from the east and to enter the Temple riding in His chariot, 
the chariot of the sun, drawn by the horses of the sun. 
This picture probably suggested to Ezekiel his very con- 
fused and obscure conception of the manner in which the 
kebod Yahwe was carried along, both when it withdrew from 
the old, doomed Temple and when it approached to enter 
the new Temple. It would be fruitless to attempt to analyze 
Ezekiel’s picture in detail. It suffices to remember that rabbinic 
tradition conceived of it as a chariot, or rather as the chariot, 
i.e. of course, the chariot of Yahwe.67 And in fact pre- 
rabbinic, late Biblical tradition identified the cherubim of the 
ark of the Priestly Code and of later Biblical writings with 
this chariot, which, it was believed, had stood in the Temple 
from the day of its erection by Solomon.** Moreover, since 
Ezekiel speaks of the four wheels,®® associated with the four 
chariots, the chariot or chariots of the sun in the Temple at 
Jerusalem were probably of the four-wheeled kind.7° Mani- 


67 Cf. Torczyner, “Die Bundeslade und die Anfange der Religion 
Israels,” Festschrift zum sojdabrigen Bestehen der Hochschule fir die Wissenschaft des 
Judentums, 227 ff. 68 I Chron. 28. 18. 69 1, 15-21; 10. 9-17. 

70 Cf. the illustrations in Ward, op. cit., nos. 976-979 (pp. 310 ff.). 
According to Ward these seal-cylinders are all of Syro-Hittite origin, and with 
the Syrian or Phoenician element outweighing the Hittite. This fact may well 
point to some Phoenician, or at least general West-Semitic elements in this 
worship of Yahwe with the attributes of a solar deity in the Temple at Jerusalem, 
and especially in this particular detail of the manifestly composite picture of 
Ezekiel. Significantly enough in no Babylonian seal inscription, so far as I have 
been able to discover, is the sun-god depicted riding in a chariot. The customary 
symbol of the sun-god travelling across the heavens is the winged disc of the 
sun (cf. Ward, op. cit., illustrations 670, 673, 678, 679, 682, 684, 685, 687, 
692, 695, 714, 7183 Jastrow, op. cit., 49, 50, §1, 56, 216, 217). It is, of course, 
this Babylonian representation of the winged disc of the sun to which Mal. 3. 20 
refers, “Unto you who fear My name, the sun of righteousness shall arise with 
healing on its wings.” (Recent discoveries made in the excavations at Ur and in 
Drak tend to disprove the above conclusion that four-wheeled chariots were 
known only to the Western Semites.) 
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festly therefore, even though Ezekiel conceived of Yahwe as 
dwelling permanently in the Temple at Jerusalem, and endea- 
vored strenuously to strengthen this concept in the popular 
imagination and doctrine, and at the same time to root out the 
old belief in the coming into the Temple of Yahwe, invested 
with the attributes of a solar deity, in His chariot on the 
morning of each recurring New Year’s Day, nevertheless he 
could not free even himself entirely from the old symbolism. 
When compelled to describe the departure of Yahwe from the 
old Temple, and later His return to the new Temple, he had 
no alternative but to have recourse to the traditional, popular 
conception of Yahwe transported in a chariot. But at the same 
time, though probably inadvertently, he confused his picture 
not a little by the introduction of various additional, but 
ofttimes parallel and superfluous elements, most of them 
seemingly, such as the figures of the cherubim, borrowed, though 
perhaps not altogether directly, from Babylonian pictography.7! 


BY CE. jastrow,. Of. Cit, 555. $75. 65a 63:C3 also 31, 32,0355 96, $85.59; 
60, 62, 63b, 63g, 63h, 64; Ward, op. cit., 42, 1149. It is noteworthy that in 
Jastrow, 55, 63a and 63c, and also in both illustrations cited from Ward, the 
figures, which we may well call cherubim, have six wings, two upper wings, 
that may be regarded as covering the face, two lower wings, which actually do 
cover the feet and the entire lower part of the body, and two wings standing 
out from the shoulders, manifestly designed for flying. In the other illustrations 
cited above, only the first and last pairs of wings are definitely represented in 
their regular form. The pair of wings covering the lower part of the body has 
been conventionalized into a decoration or fringe of the skirt hanging from the 
waist to the feet, but in every case having a decidedly wing-like appearance. 
Undoubtedly this decoration or fringe is but the conventional substitute for 
the older and more original third pair of wings. But these cherubim are identical 
with the seraphim of Is. 6. 2 in this most essential respect of the six wings. This 
is, in fact, the one, outstanding detail of the appearance of the seraphim which 
Is. 6. 2 mentions. Unquestionably the figures of the seraphim of Is. 6 were 
borrowed more or less directly from these Babylonian cherubim, and point to 
immediate Babylonian influence in the prophet’s picture, and with this, of course, 
in his conception of the manner and purpose of Yahwe’s entrance into the 
Temple on New Year’s Day. 

On the other hand, as we have already pointed out, Ezekiel’s picture of 
the cherubim and of the k*bod Yahwe carried along by them, seems to be a bit 
more composite and to betray indications not only of Babylonian, but also 
of West-Semitic, and likewise of Egyptian influence. For unquestionably, as 
Gressmann has suggested (Die Lade Jahves, sof.) the eyes in the wheels (Ezek. 
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This significant fact too points to the conclusion that the con- 
ception of Yahwe carried along in a chariot was still extremely 
lively in Ezekiel’s day. But this picture of Yahwe must be 
linked up with the conception of Him as not yet dwelling 
permanently and solely in the Temple at Jerusalem, and there- 
fore requiring a vehicle of transportation, in which He would 
come regularly on the morning of each recurring New Year’s 
Day, coming from the east in the rdle of a solar deity, to 
exercise judgment in the midst of His heavenly host and to 
determine the destinies of Israel, and perhaps of other nations 
also, for the year just beginning.72 Just this is the picture of 
Yahwe in Is. 6. 

All this evidence, although secondary in character, is none 
the less of extreme interest and importance for the history of 
the religion of Israel. Above all it corroborates our previous 
conclusion that Isaiah did not yet definitely conceive of the 
Temple at Jerusalem as the actual, permanent dwelling-place 
of Yahwe, that this conception, although by no means unheard 
of before, began to gain ground steadily only with the Deutero- 
nomic reformation at the end of the 7th century B.c., and that 
it did not become the dominant conception in the religious 
belief and practice of Israel until the early post-exilic period 
and the erection of the second Temple. It was Ezekiel 
apparently, in the latest stages of his prophetic ministry, who 
contributed most to the final triumph of this youngest concept 
of Yahwe and of His relation to the Temple at Jerusalem. 

The three stages in the development of the conception of 
Yahwe in ancient Israel, which must be correlated with the 
three stages in the evolution of the conception of the ark are 
then, (1) the first stage, in which early, more or less primitive, 
local or tribal conceptions of Yahwe are gradually coalescing 
under the influence of evolving national life, and the con- 


10.12) represent an adaptation of the Horus-eye, not infrequently met with 
in Egyptian pictography. 

72 Tn the Babylonian religion Shamash, the sun-god par excellence, regularly 
plays the réle of the divine judge (Zimmern, Die Keilinschriften und das Alte 
Testament, 368; Jastrow, Die Religion Babyloniens und Assyriens, cf. index, Il, 
1098), even though it was Marduk, or, in some texts, Nebo, who fixed the 
destinies upon the New Year’s Day (Zimmern, op. cit., 515). 
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ception of a single, national Yahwe is slowly evolving; (2) the 
second stage, in which Yahwe, yielding to the syncretizing in- 
fluence of agricultural environment and culture and its related 
Baal-worship, and perhaps also to growing Assyro-Babylonian 
cultural influence, is endowed with various attributes of a solar 
deity and, associated particularly intimately with the national 
sanctuary, the Temple at Jerusalem, is conceived of as coming 
there on each recurrent New Year’s Day to administer justice 
and to fix the destinies of Israel, and with it, in all likelihood, 
the destinies of all other nations with which Israel had rela- 
tions;7? (3) the third stage, beginning with the Deuteronomic 
reformation, when, as the result of prophetic attempts at puri- 
fication of the religion of Israel of all non-Yahwistic elements, 
Yahwe is, at least outwardly and superficially, divested of 
the most obvious and objectionable attributes of a solar deity, 
and comes now to be regarded as dwelling permanently and 
solely in the Temple at Jerusalem, enthroned in its innermost 
recesses, in the midst of His people Israel. 

With these three stages in the evolution of the conception 
of Yahwe in ancient Israel the three stages in the evolution of 
the conception of the ark and its functions, which we have 


73 The thought suggests itself that the conception of the Day of Yahwe 
sprang, in part at least, out of this celebration of the entrance of Yahwe, in the 
form of the radiant k*bod Yahwe, into the Temple at Jerusalem on the New 
Year’s Day in order to hold His divine court and to fix the destinies of Israel 
and the other nations. The earliest picture of the Day of Yahwe which we 
have, and in many respects also the most vivid, is that of Amos 5. 18 ff. The 
context there is rather loose and not a little bit obscure. But assuming the unity 
of the passage, which is, however, not absolutely certain, the popular belief of 
the time of Amos seems to have been that the Day of Yahwe was to be a day 
of festival (so also Sellin, Das Zwoélfprophetenbuch, vol. XII of his Kommentar 
zum Alten Testament series, 193), a day of sacrifice (so also Zeph. 1.7f.) and 
merry-making, and apparently of carrying the images or symbols of the gods 
in solemn procession, presumably into the Temple. It was also a day of light 
and radiance, such as would naturally be associated with the coming of the 
ktbod Yahwe. Above all else it was the day of Yahwe’s judgment upon and 
fixing the destinies of Israel and of all nations (vv. 19 and 24; cf. also Is. 2. 4; 
Mi. 4. 3; Zeph. 3. 8; Joel 4. 1ff.). All these elements in this conception of the 
Day of Yahwe find their most simple and natural explanation in the assumption 
of outgrowth out of the celebration of Yahwe’s entrance in the form of the 
k¢*bod Yahwe into the Temple upon the New Year’s Day. 
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noted, go hand in hand. In the first stage Yahwe was conceived 
of primarily as a local or tribal deity, with the conception 
slowly expanding and evolving into that of an intertribal, and 
eventually into that of a national deity. This last conception 
of Yahwe naturally could eventuate completely only with the 
actual evolution of the nation itself under David. During this 
stage we find the ark likewise still conceived of in its most 
primitive form, as a box containing something, whatever it 
may have been, thought to be charged with divine power. By 

virtue of this power, carried into battle against Israel’s foes, it - 
* could give victory to its people, or in the midst of a foreign, 
hostile nation it could discomfit its enemies, or once more 
restored to its own people, it could bring blessing to the in- 
mates of the house in which it stood, or it could select of its 
own accord the way it wished to go and lead its people in 
safety along this way through the desert until they eventually 
arrived at the goal which it had appointed for them. 

In the second period, which, we have seen, continued 
down to the Deuteronomic reformation, and which was actually 
not completely superseded until the end of the Babylonian 
exile, the conception of Yahwe underwent various changes and 
modifications. During this entire period Israel was subjected 
constantly to strong foreign cultural influences. The result was 
a steady process of syncretization of Yahwe with various 
foreign deities, and of His worship with strange cults. Actually 
this process had begun in the preceding period in the natural 
fusion of the old, tribal, desert Yahwe with the many Canaani- 
tish Baals. This process had apparently gone on quietly, 
steadily and largely unconsciously on the part of the people 
almost from the moment of Israel’s settlement in Canaan and 
adoption of the Canaanitish agricultural life and culture. 
Apparently certain fundamental elements of the Canaanitish, 
agricultural, Baal cult, such as the three annual agricultural 
festivals, Matzoth, Qatsir and Asif, and also the Sabbath, had 
become so thoroughly integrated in the established Yahwe- 
worship already in the early period of national existence, 
following the reign of David, that even the most ardent 
champions of the supposedly old and pure Yahwe-worship 
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failed to realize their true, non-Yahwistic origin, and so in- 
cluded due provision for their observance in their first syste- 
matic formulation of fundamental and approved Yahwe- 
worship.*+ 

But with the reign of Solomon, with its strongly cen- 
tralized and efficient system of government, with its developing 
economic prosperity, increasing commercial activity and ex- 
panding contacts and relations with foreign nations and cul- 
tures, the conception of Yahwe tended to undergo further 
modification and syncretization. The national sanctuary at 
Jerusalem, but recently erected as the central shrine of Israel’s 
national god, became likewise, and almost immediately, the 
seat of the worship in Israel of various foreign deities. 
Naturally the cults of these deities, for the most part more 
developed, elaborate and complex than the still comparatively 
simple cult of Yahwe, influenced considerably both the worship 
and also the conception of Yahwe, and tended to introduce 
into them new, and by no means always logical, consistent 
and perfectly harmonizable elements and ideas. It was this 
condition which in large part gave rise to the prophetic group 
or party, whose basic principle was the championship of the 
traditional, even though not always actually the historically 
true, original and simple desert worship of Yahwe. We have 
seen that the first, organized and systematic attempt of this 
party to carry out its program was made in the Southern 
Kingdom in 899 B.c., with the reformation of Asa.7> It was 
directed against the worship of Yahwe in the form of images 
or idols, fostered by the court party. Apparently it sought 
even to revive and substitute the old “tent of meeting” of the 
tribe of Judah for the Temple at Jerusalem. We have seen 
that this reformation succeeded only in part, that it did 
apparently counteract successfully the prevalent idol-worship 
of the day, and did likewise formulate a positive program of 
orthodox Yahwe-worship. But in its apparent endeavor to 
substitute the old “tent of meeting ” for the new and elaborate 
Temple it failed completely. 


74 Cf. “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 63f. and 73-79. 
75 [bid., 98-119 and 123-127. 
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Nor were these prophetic activities, with their stead- 
fast opposition to foreign, non-Yahwistic cults, confined only 
to the Southern Kingdom, nor did they center only around the 
Temple at Jerusalem. A bare third of a century after the 
reformation of Asa in the Southern Kingdom we find Elijah 
waging the same contest against the worship of the Phoenician 
Baal in the Northern Kingdom, and his work carried on after 
his death by his successor, Elisha. 

During this period the foreign cultural influences to which 
both the Northern and the Southern Kingdoms were subjected, 
were many and varied. The Phoenician influence apparently 
was the first to make itself felt. It was largely through Phoeni- 
cian merchants that the commercial activities of the reigns of 
David and Solomon were fostered, and it was after the model 
of Phoenician merchant fleets in the Mediterranean that 
Solomon organized his commercial expeditions to the Red Sea 
and Indian Ocean countries.7* The Temple at Jerusalem was 
erected by Phoenician architects and artisans, with materials 
largely brought from Phoenicia, and after the model of 
Phoenician temples. Small wonder that the reformers in the 
days of Asa looked upon it more or less askance, and doubted, 
or even denied, its true Yahwe-character. This Phoenician 
culture was apparently itself more or less composite, with 
native elements considerably influenced by Egyptian, Hittite 
and Assyro-Babylonian cultures and religious concepts and 
practices. The period of direct and dominant Phoenician 
cultural influence in Israel, in both the Northern and Southern 
Kingdoms extended from the reigns of David and Solomon 
through the reigns of the entire dynasty of Omri. It reached 
its climax during and after the reign of Ahab under the 
guidance of the strong-minded and energetic Jezebel. It was 
this Phoenician cultural influence which was combatted uncom- 
promisingly and largely unsuccessfully by Elijah, and less 
uncompromisingly but, outwardly at least, more successfully 
by Elisha. The culmination of the conflict was, of course, the 
revolution of Elisha and Jehu, with the murder of the entire 


76 TI Ki. 9. 26-283 10. 22. 
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house of Ahab and the attendant religious reformation in 
842 B.c. The outcome was a nominal, but altogether super- 
ficial, and from the political and economic standpoints 
disastrous, triumph for the champions of the supposedly old 
and pure Yahwe-worship. Actually, as was to be expected, 
elements of the superior Phoenician culture had penetrated too 
deeply into Israelite life and thought, and taken too firm root, 
to be easily and speedily eradicated. 

At just about the time of the Elisha-Jehu revolution and 
reformation the contact of Israel with Assyria became im- 
mediate, and apparently the influence of Assyro-Babylonian 
culture direct and of steady growth. Unfortunately the period 
of almost a century following immediately upon this revolution 
has left few authentic historical records. Not until the pro- 
phetic writings near the end of this period do we begin to get 
a clear picture of the religious, social and economic life of the 
two kingdoms. Then we find that during this period the 
cultural life of the people of both Northern and Southern 
Kingdoms had undergone a very considerable change and taken 
a decided step forward. 

Now for the first time we meet, in Is. 6, the picture of 
Yahwe with His kabod, His radiance, enthroned in the Temple 
at Jerusalem upon the New Year’s Day, surrounded by His 
seraphim, angelic creatures, and holding court and deciding the 
destinies of Israel and the nations for the ensuing year. This is 
our earliest record of the concept of Yahwe in the form of the 
kebod Yahwe of later Biblical writings and of the shechina of 
Rabbinic literature and theology; and seemingly in Is. 6 this 
concept is still somewhat incipient in character. We have seen 
that many and the most dominant of the elements of this 
picture have their precedents and parallels in Babylonian 
theology and literature, and that the picture as a whole, even 
though not necessarily in all its details, is undoubtedly de- 
pendent upon a Babylonian original. We find but few traces 
of any of the elements of this picture in the records of the 
belief and practice of earlier periods of Israelite history.77 


77 Unless perhaps in the fact that the Temple at Jerusalem, like many 
of its Phoenician models (as for example the great temple at Hierapolis 
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Unquestionably it was a concept of Yahwe which had developed 
during just this period and very largely under the influence of 
Babylonian religious belief and practice. 

As has been said, this picture of Yahwe is predominantly 
that of a sun-god. Yahwe is here invested with the attributes 
and is represented as discharging certain of the functions of 
Babylonian solar deities, particularly Shamash and Marduk. 
All this had little relationship with the original, simple concept 
of Yahwe during the desert period of Israel’s history or the 
early sojourn in Palestine. Yahwe had travelled a long road 
indeed, and undergone a far-reaching and momentous develop- 
ment and transformation in concept and mode of worship since 
that early, primitive day. Of all this the prophets must have 
been more or less conscious, even though apparently the great 
pre-exilic prophets, with Hosea as a possible partial exception, 
troubled themselves less about these matters apparently than 
they did about the to them far more significant and serious, 


[Lucian, De Dea Syra, 29 (ed. Jacobitz, III, 355)]; cf. also Robinson, Biblical 
Researches in Palestine and in the Adjacent Regions, IJ, 417, 426, 437, 507 ff. 
[the two great temples at Baalbek]; Porter, Five Years in Damascus, I, 2943 
Blau, “Early Christian Archaeology from the Jewish Point of View,” HUCA, 
Ill [1926], 171) faced the east. Some traces may perhaps also be found in the 
tradition of Elijah’s bringing down fire from heaven (I Ki. 18) and in David’s 
bringing up the ark to Jerusalem (II Sam. 6; I Chron. 16); for there is 
considerable evidence that both of these incidents happened in connection with 
the celebration of the Asif- or Succoth-festival and the New Year’s Day 
following immediately thereupon. This matter is, however, of such extent 
and complexity that it must await separate treatment elsewhere. But at the 
yery most all this would indicate only that some elements of the eventual 
picture of the k*bod Yahwe coming into the Temple on the New Year’s Day 
were of Canaanite, Phoenician or West-Semitic origin, and that they had entered, 
as was but natural, since this was in itself a festival of Canaanite or common 
West-Semitic origin, into the celebration of the Asif-festival and the New Year’s 
Day already in the days of David, Solomon and Elijah, and were not even 
discountenanced by the latter prophet. But this does not alter the fact that 
the particular picture of Yahwe, enveloped in the kabod and with the Temple 
filled with cloud or smoke, sitting as judge and arbiter of the destinies of 
nations, surrounded by the heavenly court, on the New Year’s Day, has its most 
immediate and striking parallel, and unquestionably in many details also its 
direct antecedent, in Babylonian theology and literature, and that in this 
picture, composite as it obviously is, already in the days of Isaiah Babylonian 
elements seem to have predominated. 
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inward, spiritual transgressions of the true worship of Yahwe. 
None the less these facts and conditions must have influenced 
the program of the prophetic party as a group directly and 
considerably during this period. Unquestionably it helped to 
formulate the anti-foreign policy of Isaiah, and it likewise ani- 
mated the reform movement in the reign of Hezekiah, which 
culminated in the destruction of the brazen serpent in the Temple.78 

The eradication of solar elements in the cult of Yahwe 
in the Temple at Jerusalem was likewise a part of the program 
of the Deuteronomic reformation, as the reference in II Ki. 
23. 11 to the chariots and horses of the sun indicates. And, as 
we have seen, it was Ezekiel, a more superficial, conventional 
and formal prophet, with less insight into the inward, spiritual 
implications of his prophetic mission, who denounced the signi- 
ficant ceremony of the greeting of the rising sun upon the New 
Year’s Day uncompromisingly, and who eventually, finding it 
too firmly rooted in popular belief and practice to be com- 
pletely eradieated, sought, and apparently with considerable 
success, to reinterpret the character of this rite and its under- 
lying concepts and to legitimize it and incorporate it positively 
into the recognized prophetic conception of Yahwe and His 
worship. As has been said, the reaction of the Deuteronomic 
writers and of Ezekiel to the foreign, syncretizing influences 


78 TI Ki. 18. 4. This does not mean necessarily that the brazen serpent 
was itself the product of this period. A very probable conjecture is that it 
was Originally, precisely like the ark, an old, tribal cult object, which David 
had deposited is his national sanctuary at Jerusalem for the same reason that he 
brought the ark thither, to give to the members of all the tribes concrete 
and ocular proof that Yahwe was now truly a national, and no longer merely 
a tribal deity, that He was now the summation of all the old tribal gods. 
Thereby David sought to contribute to the popular regard for the Temple 
at Jerusalem as the national sanctuary and place of pilgrimage for all the tribes, 
and thus to strengthen the unity of his nation. 

The brazen serpent in the Temple may very profitably be compared. with 
the dove and gazelle images in the Ka‘aba in the “days of ignorance” (cf. Ro- 
bertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites,? 298). Likewise the presence of many 
idols in the Ka‘aba in the period immediately preceding Mohammed, in all 
likelihood the images or cult-objects of various, old, tribal deities, gave to the 
Ka‘aba the character of an intertribal sanctuary. In this it presents an interesting 
and significant parallel to David’s sanctuary at Jerusalem and his manifest purpose 
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and the developing conception and representation of Yahwe as 
a solar deity brought to an end this second period in the 
evolution of the conception of Yahwe in Israel. 

A moment’s thought makes it clear that in this rapidly 
developing conception and representation of Yahwe pre- 
dominantly as a solar deity during this entire second period 
there was little room for the ark to play anything of its 
original réle, or for that matter any rdéle at all. And not 
this alone, but another important consideration enters here. 
Whatever may have been the actual motives of David in 
bringing up the ark to Jerusalem and depositing it in his tent- 
sanctuary, there can not be the slightest doubt that, deposited 
there, and subsequently in the more elaborate national 
sanctuary, the Temple, it necessarily came gradually to lose 
very much of its old significance. There is not the slightest 
evidence nor reason to believe that after it had been deposited 
in the Temple the ark was ever again taken from there and 
carried into battle in order to give Israel victory over its 
enemies. Certainly it never again had occasion or opportunity 
to select the way it wanted to go or to lead Israel upon a long, 
difficult and uncertain journey. Nor could it have long con- 
tinued to be regarded as the very seat or container in the 
Temple of the potent, divine power associated with the being 
of Yahwe. In the vision of Isaiah the ark plays no réle what- 
soever, and Yahwe is seated, not upon it, but upon a high chair 
or throne. Nor is the ark mentioned at all, with regard to its 
place or rdle in the Temple during this period, in any of the 
writings of this time. Nor can the ark be integrated in any 
conceivable way with the picture which seems to have been 
dominant during this period, of Yahwe coming into the 
Temple in the form of the kebod Yahwe, the first rays of the 


to represent this as intertribal and national in character. Furthermore, the removal 
of these idols from the Ka‘aba, following Mohammed’s new preachment, is likewise 
not without significant parallelism with the reformation of Hezekiah, and even 
more with the Deuteronomic reformation. And the sparing of the Ka‘aba, the 
sacred stone itself, and the new interpretation and rdle given to it in the ritual 
of Islam also parallel significantly and illuminatingly the sparing of the ark in 
these reformations and the new interpretation given to it in the subsequent 
religion of Israel. 
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rising sun upon the New Year’s Day, and there holding His 
divine court. And, as we have seen, in his scheme of the 
rebuilt Temple Ezekiel makes no provision whatsoever for the 
ark, quite as if it was an object of no particular consequence; 
in Deut. 1. 33 and 42 reference to the ark is purposely sup- 
pressed, just as if it was regarded as not altogether in accord 
with basic Deuteronomic principles of Yahwe-concept and 
worship; and Jer. 3. 16 speaks of it as having been an object 
of considerable religious significance in the popular belief of a 
former day, but of no real significance at all, and therefore 
entirely dispensable, in the more advanced, enlightened and 
_true conception of Yahwe and His worship of the day of the 
author of this passage; in fact the implication of the verse is 
that the worship of Yahwe is purer and the religion of Israel 
truer without the ark than with it. Seemingly the authors of 
Deut. 1. 33 and 42 and of Jer. 3.16 attributed to the ark much 
the same non-Yahwistic significance as that which the brazen 
serpent enjoyed at the time of the reformation of Hezekiah. 
Therefore because of the syncretistic conception of Yahwe 
which developed so rapidly during this period, and the utter 
incompatibility with it of the old conception of the ark and 
its functions, one of two things had to happen to the ark; 
either it had to lose its significance as a sacred object entirely, 
and suffer a fate identical with that of the brazen serpent in 
the Temple, viz. prophetic denunciation and destruction, or it 
had to undergo a process of reinterpretation of far-reaching 
compass and significance. Actually both fates befell it in the 
course of time; and not only the ark, but, at an earlier period, 
the brazen serpent likewise. For unquestionably the tradition 
of the serpents in the wilderness and of the making of the 
brazen serpent by Moses, recorded in Num. 21. 6—9, sprang 
up just because of the presence of the brazen serpent in the 
Temple from of old, and represented an attempt, even though 
vain, to justify and legitimize its presence there and thereby 
to save it from the fate of destruction which eventually over- 
took it in the reign of Hezekiah. 

The ark, too, underwent both experiences of original 
reinterpretation and eventual disappearance, even though not, 
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so far as our records indicate, of actual and purposed 
destruction in some prophetic reformation. The fact that in 
all probability the ark survived in the Temple so much longer 
than did the brazen serpent, and apparently became an object 
only of prophetic disregard and mild disapproval rather than 
of actual denunciation and destruction, can be best explained 
by two important considerations, viz. that it underwent a more 
plausible and positive reinterpretation than the brazen serpent 
possibly could, and also that it contained no actual image or 
idol, such as the brazen serpent or the mifleset of Maachah 
were, to which prophetic principles and program could take 
direct and serious exception. This last consideration offers a 
potent argument that, whatever the ark may have contained, 
it was certainly not an image of any kind.7® 

Now what was this process of reinterpretation of the 
character and functions of the ark during this second period 
of the evolution of the conception of Yahwe? It came to be 
regarded as the depository of the traditional two tablets of 
stone upon which the Ten Commandments were written. We 
have also seen that this process of reinterpretation seemingly 
began fairly early in this period, with the composition of the 
Book of the Covenant. But it is equally clear that this process 
of reinterpretation must have been rather slow and gradual 
and could not have taken final shape until the tradition of the 
Ten Commandments written upon the two stone tablets had 
definitely evolved. We have seen ®° that it is not at all certain 
whether the original Kenite Code contained ten or eight laws 
or “words.” But certainly the nucleus of the Book of the 
Covenant consisted of ten “words,” no more and no less.®! 
But, as Ex. 24. 7 states explicitly, the Book of the Covenant 
represented these as written, not upon two stone tablets, but 
upon a scroll, in the customary manner of writing. Just when 
and how this last form of the tradition, viz. that of the two 
stone tablets, developed and what its probable antecedents may 
have been, we shall endeavor to determine later. 


79 Contrary to the insistent, but altogether unproved argument of 
Gressmann, Die Lade Jahves, 21 ff. 

80 “ The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 95 ff. 

81 Jbid., 92-95. 
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It is apparent too that during this entire period, and 
even long thereafter, the ark continued to be regarded as the 
proper place for the deposit of various sacred objects for 
permanent safe-keeping and for witnessing to the power of 
Yahwe and to His peculiar solicitude for Israel. But under 
the influence of the tradition in its final form, that the ark 
was the depository of the two stone tablets of the Ten Com- 
mandments, and that these were objects of incomparable and 
inviolate sanctity, the principle seems to have evolved that 
other objects, no matter how sacred their character, might no 
longer be deposited in, but only alongside of the ark. There- 
fore Deut. 31. 26 commands that a copy of the Deuteronomic 
Torah, inscribed upon a scroll, be deposited beside the ark, 
and Ex. 16. 33f. and Num. 17. 25, parts of secondary strata 
of the Priestly Code, make the same provision for the vessel 
of manna and Aaron’s rod. 

And with the ark now popularly regarded as containing 
the Book of the Covenant, or, in the final form of the tradition, 
the two stone tablets of the Ten Commandments, it acquired 
a new and positive significance, entirely unrelated to its 
original character and function, and with a valid and even 
dignified place in the prophetic tradition and program. For 
the prophetic tradition was that Yahwe had not always been 
Israel’s god, but had become so only through adoption, 
through a covenant entered into between Him and Israel in 
the desert, after He had delivered Israel from Egypt. As we 
have seen,®? whatever Yahwe’s relations to the various tribes 
of Israel may have been originally, it was primarily the 
Yahwe of the tribe of Judah who, due to the dominant réle 
which this tribe played under the leadership of David in the 
final establishment of the nation, and which it continued to 
play thereafter, particularly during the momentous reigns of 
David and Solomon, that the Yahwe of Judah came to con- 
tribute the most essential features to the conception of Yahwe 
as Israel’s god. And, as we have also seen, it was Judah, 
with the closely associated tribes of Simon and Levi, which 
had come out of Egypt under the leadership of Moses, and 


82 [bid., 135 ff. 
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at the mountain in the desert had entered into covenant with 
Yahwe. And not this alone, but as we have also seen, Yahwe 
had been originally the god of the Kenites, and this tribe or 
clan had attached itself to the southern group of tribes, and 
continued until the days of Jeremiah to so live and worship 
that still even then they were regarded as the true devotees 
of Yahwe and of His proper worship. It was therefore from 
Judah, and with a Kenite background, that the idea of the 
covenant as the basis of the relationship between Yahwe and 
Israel had entered into prophetic tradition and come to play 
so important a réle in the prophetic program. 

And as the depository of the scroll, or in the final form 
of the tradition, the two stone tablets, upon which the laws 
basic to the covenant, themselves of prophetic origin, were 
inscribed, the ark naturally became in the eyes of the people 
of the Northern Kingdom, and even of active and leading 
spirits in the prophetic party, the symbol of the covenant, 
the constant reminder of the origin and nature of Yahwe’s 
relations with Israel. As such it served a definite and positive 
purpose, discharged a distinct, even though a passive function; 
it was the eternal, ever-present, insistent witness unto Israel 
of Yahwe’s covenant with it. This justified its presence in 
the Temple, even in the very holy of holies, where tradition, 
if not actual historic fact, placed it; and this rdle, altogether 
positive in its relation to Yahwe, and in no way smacking 
of idolatrous association, undoubtedly saved the ark during 
this period from the fate of the brazen serpent. It was now 
no longer merely the smmpnx, “the ark of Yahwe”; it 
had now become truly the ma napox, “the ark of the 
covenant of Yahwe.”®* But as the “ark of the covenant of 


83 We find in the Bible three general names for the ark. As is to be expected, 
they correspond to the three stages in the evolution of the conception of the ark 
and its functions. In the oldest literary strata of the Bible the ark is regularly 
designated as mn yr (I Sam. 4. 6; 5. 3, 43 6. 1ff.5 II Sam. 6. 9ff.) or ondyn jos 
(I Sam. 4: 4ff.5" 5. 23214. 183° Mf Sam: 6. offs 15: 24, 25, 29), or occasionally 
pew mbx jos (I Sam. 5. 7, 8, 10, 11). Not infrequently in these same passages 
the fuller and later ‘terms min’ mss jos or msn jms are met with, but there is 
in every case good reason to believe that mms is here a later insertion (cf. 
Smith, Samuel, in International Critical Commentary 33,) and not original. It 
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Yahwe” it had, of course, lost every trace of its original 
character as a source of active, divine power, as the container 


is clear too that the editors who inserted this term did so in order to make the 
name of the ark everywhere conform to the later official designation current in 
their day and conforming to their theology. But it is equally clear that they 
were not entirely consistent and thorough in this editorial process. When we 
come, however, to the writings of the Deuteronomic period we find this later 
designation of the ark used with great frequency and consistency (Deut. 10. 8; 
Ragu e265) FOshi 4 assis AentGs, 7. 6$- 8.335 4 ]Uds 20.1273 LK. 32-155 
6. 19; 8. 1ff.; Jer. 3. 16). Furthermore, we find occasionally in writings of 
the post-exilic period or in insertions into passages of the older literature, where 
the term is again manifestly the result of editorial, theological redaction, a third 
and fuller designation of the ark, although with some variations, nim ns jx" 
mann ay msax (I Sam. 4. 4; Il Sam. 6. 2; I Chron. 13. 6). 

It is self-evident that this last designation of the ark could not have deve- 
loped until the picture had been clearly formulated of Yahwe enthroned in the 
Temple, above or between the cherubim. But, as we have seen, it was Ezekiel 
apparently, who first developed this picture. It is true that the seraphim of 
Is. 6 offered him stimulating antecedents; but these seraphim of Is. 6 are 
apparently not the bearers nor protectors of the throne of Yahwe, as in Ezekiel’s 
and subsequent pictures, but are rather His attendants and the members of His 
heavenly court. Outside of Ezekiel the oldest Biblical reference to the cherubim 
is found in Gen. 3. 24; but even that passage is undoubtedly post-exilic, as the 
manifest dependence of the doctrine of universalism expressed in the J portions of 
Gen. 1-11 upon the doctrine of universalism of Deutero-Isaiah, together with 
other evidence, indicates. There is consequently in the entire Bible not a single, 
assured pre-Ezekelian, and therefore pre-exilic, reference to cherubim, and least 
of all to cherubim in association with the ark or the throne of Yahwe in the 
Temple. This is convincing evidence that the name oyarsn 3H? mxsy ni Ps {TN 
is late, and the product of the third period of evolution of the conception of the 
ark and its functions, when it had come to be regarded primarily as the base of 
the kapporet and Yahwe’s seat upon this (refuting Dibelius, Die Lade Jahves, 72 ff.; 
Gressmann, Die Lade Jahves, 6ff.; Torczyner, “Die Bundeslade und die 
Anfange der Religion Israels,” Festschrift zum sojabrigen Bestehen der Hochschule 
fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums, 239 ff.). 

Quite similarly the name nan yrs is descriptive of the function which the 
ark was thought to discharge, as we have seen, in the second period of its 
evolution, as the receptacle of the two tablets of stone upon which, according to 
the tradition, the Decalogue, the basis of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel, was 
inscribed. (For ns = the tablets of the Decalogue cf. I Ki. 8. 21.) As the 
depository of these monuments of and witnesses to this covenant it was naturally 
designated as “the ark of the covenant of Yahwe.” And this designation served 
an additional and significant purpose; for it tended to refute the old, and now 
outgrown and rejected, semi-idolatrous idea that the ark was in itself a deity, 
or else the container of a deity, and to emphasize the new and, at least at first, 
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of that which was regarded originally either as Yahwe Him- 
self or as that in which Yahwe resided and from which the 
divine force, which betokened the presence of Yahwe, 
emanated. As the “ark of the covenant” it was no longer 
directly associated with the presence of Yahwe, nor did it 
symbolize this in any way. For, on the one hand, to symbolize 
the actual presence or being of Yahwe by any image or 
concrete object, even the ark, would undoubtedly have 
violated a fundamental prophetic principle. And on the other 
hand, as we have seen, during this second period Yahwe was 
apparently not yet definitely looked upon as dwelling solely 
and permanently in the Temple at Jerusalem, but only as 
coming there once a year, upon the New Year’s Day. 


B 
THE THIRD PERIOD 


In the third period, as we have seen, the conception of 
Yahwe became radically different. Beginning with the 
Deuteronomic reformation and the centralization of worship 
in the one, single sanctuary, the Temple at Jerusalem, gather- 


rather controversial idea that the ark contained only these sacred stones and naught 
else, and was therefore the constant, visible symbol of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel. 

Finally, what seems to have been the very youngest Biblical designation 
of the ark, and which is found only in Priestly writings, myn pos (cf. above, 
note 41). It represents a continuation of the conception of the ark current in 
the second period, as the depository of the two tablets of the Decalogue, the 
testimony of Yahwe’s covenant with Israel. But, as we have seen, the dominant 
Priestly conception of the ark was as the throne of Yahwe, upon which He sits 
eternally in the midst of His people Israel. But, as we have seen also, the 
secondary Priestly conception of the ark, as containing the Decalogue, therefore 
the “ark of testimony,” was purely conventional, and without the slightest 
reality. Moreover, there is good reason to believe that very late Priestly writers 
misinterpreted, though whether consciously or not it is impossible to say, the 
import of the term nmyyn pox. For in Ex. 30. 6, 36; Num. 17. 19 myn, i.e. the 
ark, is spoken of as the place now (55) o25 syix wx, “the place where I shall 
meet with you.” The implication of these three passages is that the ark was 
called myn or mryn jx because it was the place where Yahwe met (sx) with 
Israel. That this is, of course, a false etymology does not alter the manifest fact that 
these late Priestly writers, for all three verses come from secondary strata of the Priestly 
Code, offered this interpretation of the term nypz in all seriousness. This implies 
probably that to them the ark had ceased to be regarded as the depository of the 
two tablets of the Decalogue, and was looked upon solely as the throne of Yahwe. 
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ing force with Ezekiel and his vision of the rebuilt Temple, 
and finding its complete expression in post-exilic literature, 
the belief became dominant that Yahwe had taken up His 
permanent residence in the Temple, in the midst of Israel.84 
But dwelling now in a particular place, the limits of which 
were exactly defined, it was inevitable that the figure of 
Yahwe be concretized a bit, be given just enough of form 
and being and tangibility to be actually localized in this spot. 
This process was not difficult, even though in principle it 
was not altogether in conformity with prophetic doctrine. 
Ezekiel had paved the way for it with his picture of the 
kebod Yahwe and by prescribing that the eastern gate of the 
Temple must be kept tightly closed forever, thereby ter- 
minating more or less effectually the old, solar, non-Yahwistic 
rite of the entrance into the Temple of the first rays of the 
rising sun upon the New Year’s Day. Thereby he symbolized, 
as has been said, the permanent presence of Yahwe in the 
Temple in the form of the kebod Yahwe. This doctrine gained 
firm hold upon the imagination of the people, and, as we 
have seen, even found its place in the announcements of the 
early post-exilic prophets, Haggai and Zechariah, that when 
the new Temple should have been completed, as the crowning 
act of the dedication ceremonies upon the New Year’s Day, 
Yahwe would come in the form of the kebod Yahwe, and 
take up His permanent abode in the new Temple.®> From this 


84 Utterances like that of Is. 66. 1, that the heavens are Yahwe’s throne and 
the earth His footstool (cf. also I Ki. 8. 27), manifestly protesting emphatically against 
the idea that Yahwe should be thought to dwell or to be contained in a Temple, and 
at the same time reaffirming the doctrine of the absolute universality of Yahwe, His 
utter incorporeality and the impropriety of attempting to represent Him as con- 
fined to one particular abode, serve but to emphasize the generality of the concept 
of Yahwe actually dwelling in the Temple throughout the postexilic period. 

85 Hag. 1. 8; Zech. 2. 9. It is also implied in the vision of the trial of Joshua 
before Yahwe, holding court in the Temple and attended by angels, in Zech, 3, 
and in the symbolism of the golden candelabrum, in Zech. 4. This matter, however, 
is complex, and is obviously related to other matters already referred to, which 
must be reserved for treatment elsewhere. This doctrine of the coming of the 
k*bod Yahwe into the Temple on the New Year’s Day has likewise been intro- 
duced into the account of the dedication of Solomon’s Temple, in I Ki. 8. 1-11. 
This was done by Priestly writers and in quite skillful manner (cf. my “ The Three 
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time on the kebod Yahwe was thought to abide steadily in the 
Temple. But as yet there was not the slightest implication 
of the association of the kebod Yahwe in the Temple with 
the ark.86 In fact we do not meet this association of the ark 
with the kebod Yahwe until the Priestly Code, and, as has 
been said, not even in the earliest portions of this, the Holiness 
and Torah sections of P, but only in the later Grundschrift 
and strata secondary to that. 

But in the Grundschrift of the Priestly Code and other 
writings dependent thereon, Yahwe is regularly represented as 
sitting enthroned upon the kapporet between the cherubim 
above the ark. At the same time the ark is still the depository 
of the two stone tablets of the Ten Commandments, now 
called myn nnd, “the tablets of testimony.” Accordingly 
the ark is likewise designated now as the ney pox, “the ark 
of testimony.” Manifestly the association of the term ny 
with the ark is secondary to its association with the tablets. 
They are the primary testimony, and the ark is called the 
“ark of testimony ” only because the tablets are, according to 
tradition, deposited in it. Consequently it is clear that the 
testimony of the tablets is still much the same as what it was 
during the second period of the evolution of the conception 
of Yahwe and of the ark, testimony, through the “words” 


Calendars of Ancient Israel,” HUCA, I [1924], 46). In addition to the passages 
cited there, careful analysis establishes with fair certainty that vv. 6b-11 of this 
chapter are likewise secondary and altogether Priestly in character. Without these 
insertions the passage is quite complete, and narrates in simple, concise form 
the manner in which Solomon and the elders of Israel brought up the ark from 
where it had been deposited by David, and reverently set it up in the innermost 
part of the new Temple. But it is only these inserted verses and verse fragments 
which introduce the picture of the k*bod Yahwe, with all the attendant circum- 
stances of the cloud filling the Temple and the priests unable to remain therein 
because of the cloud and the presence of the k*bod Yahwe therein. Nothing of 
this stood in the original account of the dedication of the Temple. 

86 In fact there is good reason for believing that the ark did not yet enter 
into Zechariah’s conception of the Temple and its equipment, and that he 
regarded the golden candelabrum, referred to in chap. 4, as the symbol of the 
presence not of the ark but of Yahwe in the Temple. This matter, too, is, however, 
quite complex, and related to the matters referred to above, reserved for detailed 
treatment elsewhere. 
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inscribed upon them, of the covenant which Yahwe had 
established with Israel when He brought them out of Egypt. 

But as we have already shown,®* unquestionably this idea 
is only conventional and practically meaningless in P. For on 
the one hand, as has been said, unless they were exhibited 
upon occasion, or at least were capable of being exhibited, 
and this the presence of the golden kapporetr upon the ark 
probably made impossible, the tablets could not really serve 
as testimony. And on the other hand, the assurance that Yahwe 
had taken up permanent residence in Israel’s midst, and would 
never depart therefrom, an assurance which obviously accords 
completely with and sprang out of Jeremiah’s message of 
Yahwe’s new, eternal covenant with a purified, regenerated 
Israel, which dominated unceasingly the belief, hope and spe- | 
culation of post-exilic Judaism, worked a significant change in 
the symbolism of the ark. It caused the old idea of the 
covenant relation existing between Yahwe and Israel, par- 
ticularly a covenant relation which, as the earlier prophets had 
proclaimed repeatedly, could and would be abrogated if Israel 
did not keep faith with Yahwe, to lose much, in fact almost 
all, of its original force. Consequently there was now little 
or no need, as there had been in the second period, of a 
testimony, a constant reminder to the people of their covenant 
relation with Yahwe. For, on the one hand, with Yahwe now 
dwelling in their midst they needed no reminder of Him and 
His covenant; and, on the other hand, they now believed 
firmly that this covenant must endure forever, even though 
they themselves might be somewhat remiss in fulfilling the 
obligations it laid upon them. These considerations too make 
it quite clear that the entire conception of the “tablets of 
testimony ” and of the “ark of testimony ” in P was altogether 
conventional, had little or no positive significance, and was 
eventually, as we have shown, either forgotten or else pur- 
posely disregarded by late Priestly writers. 

Moreover, the extreme anti-anthropomorphism of the 
Priestly writers caused them considerable embarrassment in 
this connection. On the one hand, they borrowed the figure 


87 Above, note 41. 
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of the kebod Yahwe from Ezekiel, but refused to represent it, 
as Ezekiel had done, in human shape. Instead, in accordance 
with their theological principles, they sought to reduce the 
anthropomorphism and heighten the spirituality of the con- 
ception as much as possible by representing the kebod Yahwe 
as a fiery apparition, “ something like the appearance of fire,” *§ 
enveloped in “the cloud.” The picture itself is significant, for 
it seems to betray a reminiscence, no doubt entirely uncon- 
scious on the part of these Priestly writers, of the actual 
association of the kebod Yahwe with the flaming appearance 
of the dawn when the first rays of the rising sun upon the 
equinoctial, New Year’s Day shine forth from the midst of the 
cloud upon the eastern horizon. But toaccommodate this picture 
to their doctrine that Yahwe had taken up His permanent 
abode in the Temple in the form of the kebod Yahwe, these 
Priestly writers had to localize it, to represent their spiritualized 
conception of the kebod Yahwe as confined by the limits 
of space within the holy of holies of the Temple, as dwelling 
exactly there, and in no other place, and also as dwelling 
there permanently and never departing therefrom.®® 

Furthermore, since they now represented the kebod Yahwe 
as dwelling permanently in the holy of holies, and since 
ancient tradition, based, of course, upon historical fact, told 
that the “ark of the covenant of Yahwe” likewise stood in 
the holy of holies, these Priestly writers had no alternative 
but to associate the ark of tradition with their figure of the 
kebod Yahwe. And since the could not very well represent 
the latter as contained within the ark, for this would not 
have comported at all with their conception of the dignity 
and spirituality of the kebod Yahwe, they could depict this 
association in only one way, viz. that the kebod Yahwe was 

88" Num. 9. 153) chlex. 24. 178 40038. 

89 According to Ezekiel 10-11, the departure of the k*bod Yahwe from 
the Temple was the sign of the impending destruction of the latter. Similarly 
the Rabbis of the Tannaitic period and also early Christian writers preserved 
the tradition that the departure from the second Temple of the Shechinah, like- 
wise through the eastern gate, betokened its impending destruction by the Romans; 


cf, Jer. Yoma, VI, 43c; Bab. Yoma, 39b; also the references cited by Lauterbach, 
FUCA, IV (1927), 184, note 10; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, Tl, 8. 
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enthroned upon the ark. In this, of course, they also had 
Ezekiel’s picture of the enthroned kebod Yahwe as a model. 
Obviously in this way and by just these processes of reasoning, 
largely gradual and unconscious though it may all have been, 
these Priestly writers arrived at the conception of the ark, 
strange indeed and far removed from its original nature and 
traditional functions, as a throne of a deity; and, since the 
kebod Yahwe was purposely and doctrinally regarded as in- 
corporeal and therefore, except upon rare and special occasions, 
invisible, as an empty throne, or rather, more correctly, as 
the throne upon which a deity sat, who was invisible to 
mortals; therefore to mortals it seemed an empty throne. 
After all in this process of thus reinterpreting the old 
ark and representing it as an empty throne these Priestly 
writers could have experienced no very great difficulty, since 
this concept was by no means strange to the belief and 
theology prevalent in their day in the large Semitic world 
in which Palestine was embedded. For according to Lucian,°° 
in the group of eight chief deities whose thrones and images 
stood in the great Temple at Hierapolis was the sun-god, 
represented by an empty throne, i.e. one upon which no image 
of the deity stood; “for,” as Lucian says, “the sun and moon 
are the only divinities that are not sculptured here. On in- 
quiring the reason, I received for answer: Of the other deities 
it is permitted to make likenesses, because their figures are not 
known to all men; but the sun and moon are visible to 
everyone, accordingly there is no reason for delineating 
them,?? Unquestionably this reason for not representing the 
sun by an image, but only by an empty throne, given by 
Lucian, does not give the real origin and primary cause of 
this custom, alhoaeh it may retain some slight reminiscence 
thereof. But Lucian’s statement does seem to imply that this 
custom was not confined only to the temple at Hierapolis, but 
was probably observed in most, if not all, Syrian or West- 
Semitic temples. There is no reason to believe that the 
Babylonians had this same scruple about depicting the sun-god. 
In fact the frequent representations in Babylonian pictography 


90 De Dea Syra, 34 (ed. Jacobitz, 357). 91 Tooke’s translation, II, 456. 
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of Shamash seated upon a throne, enveloped in what appears 
to be a radiant garment and with rays of light streaming 
forth from behind his shoulders,92 seem to indicate that the 
Babylonians regularly depicted both the sun- and the moon- 
god in this manner. Accordingly it would seem that in their 
pictures of the kebod Yahwe Ezekiel was, more or less con- 
sciously, influenced by Babylonian representations of the sun- 
god, while the Priestly writers were influenced more directly 
by the West-Semitic practice of representing the sun-god by 
an empty throne. 

But in this enforced association of their picture of the 
kebod Y ahwe in the holy of holies with the ark, these Priestly 
writers were further embarrassed by ancient tradition. On the 
one hand, they had to accommodate their picture as best they 
could to the old tradition that the ark was the depository 
of the two tablets of stone upon which the Ten Command- 
ments were inscribed. It is clear that these two conceptions 
of the ark have absolutely nothing in common. The ark con- 
ceived of as the depository of anything whatsoever was 
something altogether different than the ark conceived of as 
a sacred throne. It is self-apparent that it was only that, on 
the one hand, tradition had inseparably associated the ark with 
the holy of holies, and that, on the other hand, Priestly 
tradition or theology now associated the kebod Yahwe with 
the holy of holies in the same way, which brought about this 
enforced and entirely unnatural and artificial coupling of the 
ark and the kebod Yahwe. Undoubtedly had it not been for 
this, these Priestly writers would never have represented 


82 Cf. the well-known representation of Shamash upon the Hammurapi- 
stone, and Jastrow, Bildermappe zur Religion Babyloniens und Assyriens, 94. 

93 Whether in thus symbolizing the presence of the k*bod Yahwe in the 
holy of holies by an empty throne, these Priestly writers were to any degree 
conscious of the solar origin of the k*bod Yahwe, or whether this representation 
of the k’bod Yahwe in the manner in which the sun-god was represented at 
Hierapolis, and apparently also in other West-Semitic temples was purely ac- 
cidental, or was rather due to the strong Priestly antipathy to the representation 
of Yahwe by an image of any kind, it is, of course, impossible to determine. 
Hartmann (op. cit. 233), following Reichel and Dibelius, suggests the possibility 
of Persian influence here also. 
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Yahwe as enthroned upon the ark, but would instead have 
represented Him as seated upon an ordinary throne or chair, 
just as Ezekiel did before them and the author of Dan. 7. 9 
after them. 

And on the other hand, as we have seen, tradition had 
likewise associated the kebod Yahwe in the Temple on the 
New Year’s Day with a group of heavenly attendants, winged 
creatures, seraphim or cherubim. Originally, it would seem, 
they constituted Yahwe’s heavenly court, with which He took 
counsel in fixing the destinies of nations, as well as His atten- 
dants and messengers. By the time of Ezekiel they had 
seemingly, in accordance with developing Jewish theological . 
principles, become conventionalized as the mere, impersonal 
attendants of Yahwe and bearers of His throne. But apparently 
they were so integrally associated with the established con- 
ception of the kebod Yahwe that even the Priestly writers 
dared not omit them entirely from their picture. However, 
the extreme and absolute monotheism of these Priestly writers 
forbade them to conceive of, and much less depict, these 
cherubim as actual, existent, divine personalities alongside of 
Yahwe. Accordingly they had but one recourse. Between 
two to them necessary evils, or rather theological absurdities 
and impossibilities, they had to choose the less. Accordingly 
they chose to represent the cherubim, since they could not 
dispense with them entirely, as conventional figures or images 
in the holy of holies, either as fixed and inseparable parts 
of the kapporet above the ark,®* or as in themselves two 
figures, part of the fixed equipment of the holy of holies 
in the Temple, standing upon each side of that room, beneath 
the wings of which the ark was deposited.®® At least the 
presence of these images in the holy of holies, contrary though 
it was to fundamental theological principles of these Priestly 
writers, was, apparently, not quite so contrary and 
objectionable as the representation of them as existent, 
heavenly beings, even though of inferior rank, alongside of, 


94 So in Ex. 25. 18ff. and throughout the Priestly Code. 
% So in I Ki. 6. 23-283 8. 6f. 
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and thus qualifying the absolute unity of Yahwe, would have 
been.°® 

It is quite clear from all this that these Priestly writers 
were probably none too happy in their picture of the kebod 
Yahwe in the holy of holies of the Temple at Jerusalem, in 
its unavoidable and intimate association with the to them 
basically objectionable, traditional figures of the ark and the 
cherubim. Unquestionably, had they been able, they would 
have done away with both ark and cherubim entirely. But 
tradition, which seemingly strongly colored the popular con- 
ception of Yahwe’s self-revelation to Israel, and for which 
too these Priestly writers, with their marked antiquarian 
instincts, had considerable regard, forbade this. They had to 
content themselves therefore by reducing the objectionable 
elements and associations in the picture as much as possible. 
And this they did by conventionalizing the cherubim and 
representing them as two images in the holy of holies, in 
direct association with the ark, and by representing the ark 
still, though, as we have seen, in unreal and impossible manner, 
as the depository of the two stone tablets of the Ten Com- 
mandments, and likewise, a most unreal and artificial con- 
ception, as the base of the empty throne of Yahwe. 

But the unreality of this entire procedure and the mani- 
festly basic incompatibility of the ideas involved in this 
representation of the kebod Yahwe, with the ark and the 

erubim, with fundamental Priestly theological principles, 
raise the question as to the historic reality of the Priestly 
account of the ark and its manufacture. Were these 
Priestly writers actually acquainted with the historic 
ark? As we have seen, certain internal Biblical evidence, 
coming from the period shortly after the erection of the second 
Temple and antedating the composition of the Grundschrift 
of the Priestly Code and the secondary strata thereof by 
approximately a century or more, points to the conclusion 


% These Priestly writers felt no doubt that by reducing the four 
cherubim of Ezekiel, the bearers of the divine throne, to only two, they had 
lessened somewhat the qualification of Yahwe’s absolute unity, implied in this 
multiplicity of divine figures, even though of inferior rank. 
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that there was no ark in the second Temple. And, as we 
have likewise seen, rabbinic tradition is strong that the second 
Temple contained no ark. In the light of all these facts it 
is difficult indeed to avoid the conclusion that the picture of 
the ark which these Priestly writers drew with such elaborate 
detail, was entirely unhistorical and fanciful, that they had 
no actual, first-hand knowledge of the historic ark, its ap- 
pearance, character and functions, and that their picture 
of it is of little or no value as a source of information as 
to the original character and purpose of the ark. 


C 
THE FIRST PERIOD 


Accordingly therefore, in our attempts to determine what 
the ark actually was originally, we are compelled to rely 
primarily upon the meager evidence furnished by the oldest. 
literary strata of the Bible, supplemented to a certain, slight 
extent by the information to be gathered from the literature 
of the second period. 

Now the evidence points unmistakably to the conclusion 
that in the first period of its history the ark was actually 
looked upon as a deity. Not only by the Philistines was the 
ark so regarded,®” but by Israel also, for it was taken into 
battle against the Philistines for the express purpose, “that 
it may come among us and deliver us from the hand of our 
enemies.” ®8 In this function of the ark significant parallels 
from the practice of other Semitic peoples are not lacking. 
Gadimah, the Lahmite king at Hirah, used to carry two idols, 
ad-D4riban, (literally, “the two smiters,” or, perhaps more 
exactly and significantly, “the two givers of victory”) into 
battle with him.®® Even the Philistines themselves carried the 
images of their gods with them into battle, and in his great 
victory over them these images were captured by David.1° 


97 Cf. I Sam. 4. 6-8 (especially in the LXX version). 
$8 Sam. 4. 3. ie 
99 Osiander, “Studien iiber die vorislamische Religion der Araber,” 


ZDMG, VII (1853), 501. : 
100 IT Sam. 5. 21. For additional instances of this practice among the 


Semites, cf. Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit, 233. 
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Likewise in its experience of capture by the Philistines 
and sojourn as a trophy of victory in their land, the ark has 
significant Semitic parallels. Among the Babylonians and 
Assyrians and the various peoples with whom they contended, 
the carrying off of the images of the gods of the vanquished 
by the victors, was a common occurrence. The classic instance 
is, of course, the capture of the statue of the Babylonian 
goddess Nana by the Elamites and its recovery by Asurban- 
apal sixteen hundred and thirty-five years later and restora- 
tion to its old temple at Erech.1°! The explanatory statement 
given by the Assyrian king is significant. It was not that 
the Elamites had been more powerful than the Babylonians, 
or that the goddess herself had been weak and unable to pro- 
tect herself or her people against their enemy, but that she 
had been enraged against her own people and so had permitted 
herself to be carried away to a strange land. Even among her 
enemies, impliedly, just like the ark of Israel, she was still 
a powerful deity; only, presumably, her blessings were now 
bestowed upon the people among whom she was dwelling, her 
former enemies, while her old worshipers, deprived of her pre- 
sence, and therefore without divine protection and rendered 
correspondingly weak and helpless, became the ready prey of 
their foes. Manifestly the capture of the image or cult 
object of the deity of an enemy, served a double purpose. Not 
only was it a trophy of victory, but even more, its possession 
rendered the enemy correspondingly stronger and its old wor- 
shipers correspondingly weaker. That similar ideas obtained 
among the pre-Islamic Arabs may be inferred from a statement 
of Nuwairi that four Himyarite princes, the sons of As‘ad b. 
‘Amr, undertook an expedition to carry off the sacred black 
stone, the Ka‘aba, in order to set it up in a sanctuary which 
they contemplated erecting in San‘a; but they were defeated 
by the Banu Kinanah.1°? Not improbably the Philistines ex- 
pected the ark to function in their midst in some such favorable 
manner, and were therefore doubly distressed when they 


101 Rawlinson, The Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia, V, 6, col. VI,, 
107-128. 
102 Osiander, op. cit., 478. 
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discovered that its presence among them was inimical to them 
to an extreme degree. And apparently the presence of the ark 
in their midst brought blessing to the household of Abinadab 
and all the inhabitants of Kiryat Yearim,!°? just as, so we are 


told explicitly, it brought blessing to the inmates of the house 
of Obed-Edom, in which it stood likewise.1%4 

The character of the ark as a divine object is likewise 
attested significantly by the taboo inherent in it. Even to 
touch it without warrant, although for the most worthy and 
devout purpose, entailed death. Uzza died because he had 
ventured to lay his hand upon it in order to steady it, when 
it seemed that it might slip from the wagon.!°5 And the clan 
of Yechoniah, of the inhabitants of Beth-Shemesh, suffered the 
loss of seventy members because they had dared to examine the 
ark too closely, and perhaps even to look into it, and had 
thereby violated the taboo associated with it.1°¢ 


103, YSam. 72.1511. Sam. 6. -3- 

104 Tf Sam. 6. 12. 

105 TI Sam. 6. 6f. 

106 I Sam. 6. 19, emended in accordance with the more correct LXX text. 
This passage has never, so far as I can see, been interpreted quite correctly. 
H. P. Smith (Samuel; International Critical Commentary series, 48f.), followed by 
Budde (Samuel; in Marti’s Hand-Commentar series, 46) and Gressmann (Die Lade 
Jahves, 19), explains the misfortune of the Bne Yechoniah as brought upon 
them by Yahwe because they did not rejoice with the rest of the inhabitants of 
Beth Shemesh when they beheld the ark. But why should they not have rejoiced 
equally with their fellow-townsmen upon this occasion, unless there was some 
specific reason for their not doing so? And since the approach of the ark to 
Beth Shemesh was undoubtedly the first contact of the Bne Yechoniah with it, 
whatever reason they may have had for not joining in the celebration of their 
fellow-townsmen could not have arisen before, but must have arisen after this 
event. Plain common sense therefore indicates that the misfortune which befell 
them in the loss of seventy of the members of their clan could not have been 
because they did not rejoice when they beheld the ark, but, just the reverse, 
this misfortune was itself the cause of their not being able to rejoice along with 
the other inhabitants of their village. 

Now it should be noticed that in v. 13 wm is followed by the direct 
object, jxn nx, while in v. 19 1» is followed by the preposition 3, j83 1. "3 485 
means “ to look at a thing fixedly, to examine it closely ” (Gen. 21. 163 34. 13 
Is. 66. 24; Cant. 6. 11; Eccl, 2. 1; 11. 4), then “to take due notice of, to have 
regard for” (Gen. 29. 32; Num. 11. 15; I Sam. 1. 115; II Sam. 16. 123 Ps. 37. 
43 128. 5). Here it must mean, “ they examined it closely,” i.e. they handled 
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Manifestly it was just because it was a deity that the 
ark could bring blessing to the household, town or nation in 
which it was dwelling, whether temporarily or permanently, 
and where it was treated with due regard and proper cere- 
monial, as well as inflict punishment whenever the proper 
limits of its taboo were violated. The anticipation of blessing 
from having the ark with him, based no doubt upon reports 
which had come to him of the prosperity of the people of 
Kiryat Yearim, and later of that of Obed-Edom, must have 
been one of the primary motives actuating David in his pur- 
pose to bring the ark up to Jerusalem, just as the fear of 
the ark, based upon the unhappy fate of Uzza, deterred him 
for a time from carrying out his plan. It was likewise because 
the ark was regarded as a deity that it was thought able to 
give its people victory in battle, to select the way it wished 
to go and to lead its people along the otherwise unknown way 
which they had to travel, and bring them in safety to their 
ultimate goal, which it, or rather the deity associated with 
it, had promised to them. Presumably, too, the ark could 
discharge many other functions, of which we have no record, 
but which were the functions thought to be usually discharged 
by a deity and to redound to the blessing of its people. 


it, for it was no doubt an object of which they had heard frequently in the 
past, and perhaps had even heard of its marvellous exploits in the land of the 
Philistines; and now that it had come among them, naturally they sought to 
satisfy their curiosity and see for themselves just what this ark was. Unaware 
of the taboo qualities of the ark, they did not hesitate to treat it too familiarly, 
to handle it unceremonially, and not at all improbably, they even ventured to 
look inside it to see what might be there. Consequently they suffered the same 
fate as did Uzza, for venturing to touch the ark. Those who dared to examine 
the ark too closely, and especially to touch it, died automatically. It was no 
violation of the taboo of the ark, to look at it, as v. 13 indicates; but it was 
a violation of the taboo to examine the ark too closely, with all the treatment 
that this implies. We can well understand therefore, why, as v. 20 states, the 
people of Beth Shemesh feared to keep the ark in their town, for there could 
be no telling who would be the next, even though innocent, victim of the 
violation of the taboo associated with it. We must accordingly translate v. 19, 
not as do Smith, Budde and Gressmann, “ The Bne Yechoniah did not rejoice 
with the men of Beth Shemesh when they beheld the ark,” but “ because they 
examined the ark.” 
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Moreover, all the evidence indicates that the ark, or the 
deity of the ark, was identified with Yahwe. The sanctuary 
at Shiloh, ministered to by a Levitical family, was a Yahwe 
shrine. The ark was there known apparently as the mm px, 
“the ark of Yahwe.” And the Philistines themselves, according 
to tradition, identified the deity of the ark with the god who 
had brought Israel up from Egypt.1°? The implication too 
of the tradition recorded in I Sam. 5. 1-5, of the prostration 
of the image of Dagon before the ark, is likewise that the ark 
is a divine object or deity of character similar to that of the 
image of the Philistine deity, but of course of superior power 
and authority. 

Most significant of all perhaps is the legend recorded 
in I Sam. 3. As is recognized by practically all scholars, this 
chapter belongs to a literary stratum somewhat later than 
I Sam. 4-6, and therefore quite naturally it seems to show 
some evidence of a slightly more advanced theology. None the 
less Yahwe is here associated with the ark in the most intimate 
and significant manner. The legend tells that while lying at 
night in the place in the sanctuary where the ark stood, 
Samuel hears Yahwe calling to him. Presumably it was in 
anticipation of some such occurrence that Samuel slept in this 
spot, no doubt having been assigned to this task by Eli. For 
the same reason, as we have seen,1°° Ex. 33. 11 tells that while 
Moses would return to the camp from the “tent of meeting,” 
the youthful Joshua, Moses’ apprentice, according to the J 
tradition, remained always within the tent and never went 
forth from it. The purpose here, too, was manifestly to receive 
the oracle. For this could never be anticipated; and whenever 
Yahwe would choose to speak, some one qualified by technical 
training must be present to receive the message. So here, the 
youthful Samuel, likewise the apprentice of Eli, sleeps in the 
room where the ark is, while Eli, the old priest, sleeps in his 


107 ] Sam. 4. 8b. This passage is undoubtedly not original. All the 
more therefore it indicates that until a time later than the actual composition 
of the earliest stratum of I Sam. 4-6 the ark itself as a deity was identified 
with Yahwe. 

108 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 119 ff. 
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accustomed bed, in order that he too might receive the oracle 
whenever Yahwe should choose to speak. 

The presumption is strong, therefore, that the oracle of 
Yahwe here was associated with the ark, that, in other words, 
the narrative in its original form implied that Yahwe spoke 
from out the ark. It is true that v. 10 says explicitly that 
Yahwe came and took His place and then called the third 
time to Samuel, implying thereby that Yahwe was not present 
regularly in this room or portion of the sanctuary, but came 
thither only for the explicit purpose of calling to Samuel, 
and furthermore came and went away and then came again, 
each time that He called to Samuel. This procedure seems 
hardly natural or plausible. On the basis of v. 10 Smith 1°? 
and Budde?!® would emend v. 4 to read, sp" mi sun", 
But it would be more plausible and much simpler to regard 
syn ma xs" in vy. ro as a late, theological insertion, and 
the original reading, just as in v. 4 and again in v. 6, the 
simple mi xp». In fact v. 6 seems to imply that just this 
was the original reading, rather than that proposed by 
Smith and Budde. But if this was indeed the original reading, 


109 Op. cit., 25 fi. 

110 Op. cit., 28. It is likewise easier to account for the insertion of x3 
3x mm in v. 10, on the basis of theological motivation, than it would be to 
account for the reverse procedure of a suppression, whether purposed or not, 
of an original sym mm sa% in vv. 4 and 6. For we can readily understand 
that a later age, during the second period of the history of the ark, would take 
exception to the idea of Yahwe dwelling within the ark and speaking from out 
it. This was too crass and primitive, and smacked too much of the representation 
of Yahwe or the symbolization of His presence by a concrete, image-like 
object, to be acceptable to the prophetic theology which dominated this second 
period. As we have intimated, it must have been just because of the develop- 
ment of this prophetic conception of Yahwe, that the conception of the ark as 
the receptacle of the two tablets of stone developed. By the insertion of s3n 
ss m7 in v. 10, late glossators imagined that they had corrected the im- 
pression originally conveyed by this and vy. 4 and 6, that Yahwe spoke from 
out the ark. The insertion of these words, they believed, no doubt, implied 
that Yahwe came from afar, wherever that might be, presumably in heaven, to 
speak with Samuel. In quite the same way and from the same standpoint the 
J Code occasionally represents Yahwe as descending from somewhere on high, 
presumably from heaven (mm mn, Gen. 11. 5; Ex. 19. 20; Num. 11. 253 m7 49" 
seyn, Num. 12.5; and especially, syn mm tm, Ex. 34. 5). 
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then it and the entire narrative imply beyond all possibility 
of doubt that Yahwe was actually present all the time in the 
room in which Samuel was sleeping, and that, just as we 
have suggested, Samuel was appointed by Eli to sleep in this 
room regularly, since Eli himself was apparently too old and 
feeble for this constant and exacting service, to receive the 
oracle whenever Yahwe would choose to speak. And of course 
Yahwe could be present in only one particular place or object 
in this room, viz. the ark, precisely as the explicit mention 
of the presence of the ark in this room in v. 3 implies. This 
chapter accordingly furnishes very strong and illuminating 
proof, not only of the direct association of Yahwe with the 
ark, but that actually in this first period of its history 
Yahwe was thought to actually reside within the ark. 

Furthermore, the very name jx, “box, casket” implies 
as various scholars have remarked, that the ark must have 
been primarily a container; i.e. in itself it could hardly have 
been regarded as the deity, as Yahwe, but must rather have 
contained, or at least have been thought to contain some- 
thing, which was either regarded as Yahwe Himself, or else, 
what practically amounts to the same thing, as being the 
object in which Yahwe was thought to reside. This is con- 
firmed by the established tradition of the second period of 
the history of the ark, that in it the two stone tablets of the 
Decalogue were deposited. It is confirmed still further by the 
interpretation of I Sam. 6. 19 which we have proposed, viz. 
that the clan of Yechoniah of Beth Shemesh examined the 
ark closely, and perhaps even looked into it, of course to see 
what was inside, and therefore were so sorely smitten by 
Yahwe. Our task therefore is now to determine, if possible, 
what the actual contents of the ark, so intimately associated 
with Yahwe, may have been. 

In this phase of the question as to the form and nature 
of the ark, Semitic religious belief and practice offer striking 
and significant parallels. Sanchuniathon records that Agroueros 
or Agrotes, apparently, to judge from the names, an agricul- 
tural deity, had a wooden statue which was much venerated, 
and a shrine (or portable temple), drawn about in Phoenicia 
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by yokes of oxen.1!! Presumably this last was an object 
somewhat similar to the ark. 

Far more striking in its parallelism with the ark is a 
peculiar structure which seems to play more or less of the rdle 
of a cult object among the Ruwala, an important and power- 
ful tribe of the present-day Anazeh group of Bedouin tribes. 
The description of it, given by Musil,1!2 is as follows; “The 
Ruwala have a structure made out of thin wooden boards, 
decorated with ostrich feathers, which is fastened upon the 
baggage-saddle of a camel. It is called abu zhir al-markab. 
Only the Ruwala possess this. No other tribe has anything 
like it. As they believe, the abu zhir comes from Ruweil (the 
eponymous ancestor of the Ruwala) and is called abuz hur 
(pater aeterni saeculi) because it is passed on from generation 
to generation through the ages. Abu zhér is the visible focus 
...of all the tribes of the zana-Moslems. Whoever has it in 
his possession is prince of all these tribes, and they are 
obligated to follow him in battle. Every year a white camel 
is sacrificed before it, with the words, ‘This is thy sacrifice, 
O Abu Zhir!,’ and its blood is sprinkled upon the corner 
posts of the structure. In this abu zhér Allah takes pleasure 
in abiding and imparts directions to the tribe through external 
signs. Ofttimes the ostrich-feathers are supposed to tremble, 
although there may be no wind. Ofttimes the structure is 
believed to bow itself unceasingly to the right. This signifies 
kudrat min allah, ‘the power of God.’ ...If the camel bearing 
the abu zhir begins to move, the entire tribe follows it; where 
the abu zhir lets itself down, there the camp is set up. When- 
ever the Ruwala are threatened by a powerful enemy and 
fear defeat (but only then) they bring the abu zhir, and with 
it at their head they attack the enemy.” 

The points of similarity and manifest relationship be- 
tween this strange object and the various Biblical traditions 
about the ark are almost startling. It too has the power of 
selecting the road it wishes to take, by driving the camel 


111 Cf, Cory, Ancient Fragments, 9. 
112 Die Kultur, XI (1910), 8f., quoted from Hartmann, “ Zelt und Lade,” 
ZAW, 37 (1917-1918), 220f. 
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which bears it irresistibly onwards. It too leads its people 
through the desert and determines their nightly camping- 
places by causing the camel bearing it to kneel, implying 
thereby that there it desires to stop and remain for the night. 
It too imparts oracles and, in the interest of its tribe, declares 
future events. It too goes into battle with its people and gives 
them victory over its and their enemies. And not this alone, 
for it does not go into every battle, but only into those battles 
where the danger is urgent and the security of the tribe is 
greatly imperilled. Just this was the procedure with the ark; 
for it was not taken into the first battle with the Philistines, 
where, seemingly, the tribes of Israel felt quite confident of 
victory. Only after this first defeat, and when the danger 
impending had become fully apparent, did they fall back 
upon their last resort, in which, clearly, they had implicit 
confidence, and bring the ark with them into battle. And, 
most significant of all these points of contact with the ark, 
Allah is thought to reside in the abu zhir, if not permanently, 
then upon occasions when the tribe has need of him and his 
presence with them, just as, as we have seen, Yahwe too was 
at first thought to reside in the ark; and every year a sacrifice, 
and a major sacrifice at that, since it consists of a white 
camel, is offered to the abu zhir, or to the deity associated 
with it, and the blood thereof is sprinkled upon the corner- 
posts of the peculiar object, with the significant words, “ This 
is thy sacrifice, O Abu Zhir.” 

And this parallelism becomes still more significant when 
we realize that Musil failed to grasp the full significance of 
this peculiar object and the rdle which it ee in the life 
of the tribe, and particularly in its warfare, having been misled 
somewhat by the popular but incorrect interpretation of the 
name abu zhir. This was more clearly recognized by Hart- 
mann and Torczyner.113\ The latter scholar quotes a verse, 


113 “Die Bundeslade und die Anfange der Religion Israels,” Festschrift 
zum sojabrigen Bestehen der Hochschule fir die Wissenschaft des Judentums, 265. 
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recorded by Curtiss,!44 as having been communicated to him 
by a Ruwala-tribesman, 


Abu ed-Duhir will come unfailingly 
To help those who put on their equipment for war; 
And through him their horses become fear-inspiring. 


As Curtiss has pointed out, abu zhir, according to these ver- 
ses, plays exactly the réle of a tribal deity, and particularly 
a deity who gives his tribesmen victory in war. In all likeli- 
hood abu zhiir was originally the actual name of the tribal 
deity of the Ruwala, which has, however, under the influence 
of official Islam, superficial though it be with the Bedouin 
tribesmen, been half forgotten with the passage of time, and 
lingers on chiefly, if not entirely, in its association with this 
peculiar tribal cult- or war-object. 

In one other respect Musil’s description of this object, 
based upon the information given to him, was somewhat 
inexact, in that it was claimed that this was the only object 
of its kind, and that no other people possessed anything like 
it. The full name of this object was communicated to Musil 
as abu zhir al-markab. The consideration given to the very 
important first half of the name has tended to detract some- 
what from the consideration which the second half likewise 
merits. 

Markab connotes in Arabic a vehicle of any kind used 
for transportation, whether wagon, boat or beast of burden. 
Burckhardt 125 is our authority for the fact that the Bedouin 


114 Ursemitische Religion im Volksleben des heutigen Orients, XV. Moreover, 
according to Canaan (“Mohammedan Saints and Sanctuaries in Palestine,” 
JPOS, TV [1924], 83), Abu ed-Dhir is the name of “a rock, situated on the left 
side of the carriage road from Jerusalem to Jericho, after passing ‘én el-Hdd. 
This rock has a widespread reputation for the cure of backache. After a patient 
has rubbed his back against the rock, he places a stone on it. When last I saw 
this ‘ father of rocks,’ he was loaded with a large heap of stones. He is not 
assigned at present to any wel?, and I can not explain its widespread therapeutic 
use, except by assuming that it may have been once connected in some way 
with a holy man or object of worship.” Doubtless had Canaan been familiar 
with the abu zhir of the Ruwala, and the evidence pointing to a former tribal 
deity Abu ed-Duhir, he would have associated this rock with him. 

115 Notes on the Bedouins and Wahabys, 82f. 
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tribes of the North Arabian desert actually possess several 
such objects, or at least did so a century ago. He says, “ Some 
of the Aeneze chiefs use, in time of war, what may perhaps 
be styled the ‘battle banner’; for it is never displayed but in 
decisive and important actions, where the fall or the loss of 
it is regarded as a signal of defeat. This standard is of two 
sorts, one called merkeb (—S,, or the ‘ship’), consisting in 
two stands of wood, about six or seven feet high;... These 
are placed one opposite to the other on a camel’s back, so 
that above there is not more than a span’s distance between 
them; but below they are sufficiently separated for a person 
to sit in the midst on a saddle, and guide the camel: the upper 
part of this standard is covered with black ostrich feathers. 

“The other sort of banner is called ‘otfe (dibs); this 
consists of two side pieces of board, of an oblong square 
form, about five feet high, ornamented like the other with 
ostrich feathers. Such is now used by the Tevyar, the chief of 
Would Aly... En Ibsmeyr and Ibn Fadhel have each a 
merkeb. The guide of the camel, that carries either a merkeb 
or an ‘otfe, is never an adult free-born Arab, but a boy, an 
old woman, or a slave; for it is thought beneath the dignity 
of a man to sing or howl the cry called ~y 3, with which 
the guide animates those who accompany the standard to 
battle. All the horsemen assemble around it; and the prin- 
cipal efforts of both parties are directed against the respective 
merkeb or ‘otfe of the enemy. A captured banner is borne in 
triumph to the tent of the victorious sheikh.” 

According to this description of Burckhardt there are two 
varieties of this peculiar object, one called merkeb and the 
other ‘otfe. Seemingly they differ only in form and outward 
appearance, but serve exactly the same function. Burckhardt 
apparently heard nothing from his informers about Allah or 
any tribal deity residing in this object, nor of its being used 
for purposes of divination. He heard of only one function 
which it discharged, viz. that of the tribal banner or palladium 
in battle, however not used indiscriminately for this purpose, 
but carried by the tribe only into the most important and 
decisive engagements. Its presence there was obviously 
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assumed to ensure victory to its tribe. On the other hand 
Burckhardt’s description adds one significant element, totally 
lacking in that of Musil, and apparently not heard of by 
him in connection with the abu zhi al-markab of the Ruwala, 
viz. that of the rider, whether boy, old woman or slave, in 
the merkeb, whose task was by his cries to spur on the war- 
riors to extreme efforts. Finally, Burckhardt’s description 
establishes with certainty that the abu zhir al-markab of the 
Ruwala is not, as they claimed, the only object of its kind, 
but that similar objects are, or at least were quite recently, 
possessed by other tribes or tribal chieftains. 

Still further light is shed upon this strange object, and 
particularly upon that of the Ruwala, by Wetzstein.1*® 
“Should it develop that they become convinced that victory 
can not be won except by extreme measures, they have still 
in the ‘Otfa a final and in fact a very drastic means of in- 
flaming the battle-spirit. The ‘Otfa is a lattice-work object, 
made of strong wood, four-cornered, of greater length than 
width, and almost oval in shape, which is fastened upon the 
back of a strong, decorated camel. The older the ‘Otfa is, 
the more it possesses the qualifications for serving as the 
palladium of its people; that of the Ruwala, one of the large 
‘Anesa-tribes of the Syrian desert, of which I made a drawing 
in 1860 in the tent of the tribal battle-leader, is said to be 
hundreds of years old. Before the beginning of the battle an 
especially handsome and reputable woman or maiden, if 
possible the one of highest rank within the tribe, adorned as 
a bride, unveiled, and, what has a peculiarly disturbing effect 
upon the Arabs, with hair flying loose and neck laid bare, 
mounts the ‘Otfa, rides in front of the first battle-line and 
halts before the elite of the army, the youth of the tribe, in 
order to direct toward them the Inticha, i.e. the solemn charge 
either to win the victory or to die. This consists of the little 
word liainéki, ‘for thy two eyes!’ Thereupon the ‘Otfa 
advances upon the enemy and the battle begins. The greatest 
slaughter naturally takes place in the neighborhood of the 


116 Verhandlungen der Berliner Gesellschaft fiir Anthropologie, X (1878), 
3893 quoted from Hartmann, “ Zelt und Lade,” ZAW, 37 (1917-1918), 219f. 
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‘Otfa, towards the capture and defence of which the main 
efforts of both sides are directed. During the combat the 
occupant of the ‘Otfa, standing erect and turning now here, 
now there, spurs her fellow-tribesmen on with glance and 
gesture, with loud challenge and calling individual warriors 
by name, with praise and blame and the trilling sounds of 
the Zagrata (the customary cries of joy of the attendants of 
the bride at weddings). Not infrequently the entire body of 
male youth has fallen beside the ,Otfa. Likewise it is often 
captured, a fact which is remembered as a lasting humiliation 
for many generations. However, the beautiful woman, cap- 
tured with the ‘Otfa, is always treated honorably, and is 
released for a ransom, but one of very great amount. The 
,Otfa remains as the trophy of the victor, if it is not recap- 
tured by an attack upon the enemy’s camp.” 

This description of Wetzstein adds some significant in- 
formation to our knowledge of these peculiar objects. In the 
first place it confirms the fact that the abu zhir al-markab 
of the Ruwala is not unique, but that there are, or at least 
were, among the Bedouin tribes of the Syrian desert other like 
objects. In the second place it gives further information about 
the particular object of the Ruwala. Significantly this object, 
which Musil heard designated by the descriptive title al-mar- 
kab, Wetzstein must have heard called ‘otfe. This indicates 
that the two names are apparently used interchangeably, 
without the distinction between them which Burckhardt 
recorded. Furthermore, the older an ‘otfe is, the more respect 
it enjoys, presumably because it is thought to be therefore 
more powerful and effective. That of the Ruwala seems to 
have been regarded as unusually old and therefore to have 
enjoyed a particular reputation and veneration. According 
to Wetzstein only a beautiful and highly respected woman 
occupies the ‘otfe, whereas according to Burckhardt, this is 
instead a boy, an old woman or a slave. There is no reason 
to question the reliability of both accounts. The facts in the 
case seem to be that the customary occupant of the ‘otfe is a 
young woman, who plays the réle of a battle-maiden, spurring 
on fellow-tribesmen by her cries, her gestures and glances, and 
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even not infrequently by shouts of praise or rebuke for this 
or that individual warrior. Not infrequently, however, this 
role may be filled by an old woman, a boy or a slave; only 
never an actual warrior. An ‘otfe captured in battle, is re- 
tained by the captors, so long as possible, as a trophy of 
victory. But, as is but natural, the conquered tribe makes 
every possible effort to regain its palladium, and until it 
succeeds in doing this, it feels itself humiliated and dishonored. 

Further information of some significance about the ‘otfe 
of the Ruwala is given by Blunt.117 “The last thing loaded 
by Ibn Shaalan’s people was the uttfa, a gigantic camel- 
héwdah used by the Rodla whenever they expect a pitched 
battle, and then only. It is a huge cage of bamboo covered 
with ostrich feathers, and probably as old as the date of their 
first coming from Nejd, for ostriches are not found, I believe, 
north of Jebel Shammar. A delul carries the uttfa, in which 
a girl is placed, whose business it is to sing during the fight, 
and encourage the combatants by her words. She needs to be 
stout-hearted as well as stout-lunged, for the battle generally 
groups itself round her, in attack and defence. The Roala 
have a superstitious feeling about her defence, and the enemy 
a corresponding desire to capture her, for it is a belief that 
with the loss of the uttfa the Rodala tribe would perish. For- 
merly, each large Bedouin tribe had one of these; but now, 
perhaps from a scarcity of ostrich feathers and the difficulty 
of renewing them, the uttfa and the custom attached to it 
have disappeared, except among the Roala and, I believe, the 
Ibn Haddal.118 To-day it was carried empty on the back of 
a fine she-camel.” 

This description of the ‘otfe of the Ruwala confirms that 
of Wetzstein, and likewise much of the general description 
of the ‘otfe and merkab given by Burckhardt. It also confirms 
the statement of Wetzstein that the regular occupant of the 
‘otfe is a maiden of the tribe. Perhaps this was the regular 

117 The Bedouins of the Euphrates, 351. 

118 Lady Blunt adds the note that Palgrave mentions its existence among 
the Ajman, a tribe east of Jebel Shammar. However, she fails to give the 


reference for this, and I have not succeeded in locating it in Palgrave, Central 
and Eastern Arabia. 
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practice among the Ruwala, while among other tribes her 
place might be taken, at least occasionally, by an old woman, 
a boy or a slave, as Burckhardt records. The extreme regard 
and veneration with which the ‘otfe is treated is evidenced 
by the character of the camel which bears it, and also by the 
fact that when the tribe is about to set out on a journey the 
‘otfe is the last object packed up. Apparently the loading of 
the ‘otfe upon the back of the particular camel designated to 
carry it might well serve as the signal for the tribe to set out. 
Lady Blunt’s description also confirms Wetzstein’s 
statement with regard to the high age of the particular ‘otfe 
of the Ruwala. Apparently Lady Blunt regarded the decoration 
of ostrich feathers as essential to the ‘otfe, for she accounts 
for the gradual disappearance of this institution from among 
the various tribes by the assumption that this is because of the 
difficulty of securing sufficient ostrich feathers to keep the 
old ‘otfes in proper repair and to make new ones. This would 
accord somewhat with Musil’s statement that it was through 
the waving of these ostrich feathers, particularly when there 
was no wind, that the deity associated with this particular 
‘otfe was thought to impart oracular information. But this 
assumption of Lady Blunt is groundless; for, on the one hand, 
were it correct, we would expect to find the institution of 
the ‘otfe, with all the peculiar beliefs associated with it, far 
more general among the Bedouin tribes living to the south of 
the Syrian desert, where the ostrich is more common; '1** and, 
quite significantly, the ‘otfe seems to be almost, if not entirely, 
unknown in that region. And, on the other hand, we shall 
have ample evidence that ostrich feathers are not at all 
essential to certain objects closely related to the ‘otfe. The 
gradual disappearance of the ‘otfe from among the Bedouin 
tribes, has, as we shall see shortly, a simpler, more natural and 
probable, and also for this study more significant reason. 
Additional light is shed upon the nature and function 
of the ‘otfe by Rogers.1!® “The sheikhs of the ‘Anazy tribes 


118 According to Lawrence (Revolt in the Desert, 59) the ostrich is plentiful 
still today in the territory of the Sherarat, in the desert east of Tebuk. (Tebuk is on 
the railway almost due east of the southernmost point of the Sinaitic Peninsula). 

119 In The Academy of Mar. 31, 1883, 221f., writing from Cairo. 
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say that in ancient times every tribe had its ‘Atfah, which 
was regarded as the repository of its valour and honour, and 
was only made use of on occasions of unusually serious im- 
portance. When a tribe went to war with a powerful op- 
ponent, the ‘Atfah was placed on a strong and handsome 
camel, and was gaily and gorgeously decorated with ostrich- 
feathers, carpets, and embroidery work, and was surrounded 
by a band of warriors selected from among the bravest men 
of the tribe. In some tribes it was customary for a virgin, 
the daughter of one of the sheikhs, to take her seat under the 
canopy, and, by her singing, to incite the men to acts of 
bravery. Every effort was made and every precaution taken 
to prevent its falling into the hands of the enemy; and, if the 
men engaged in fighting in another part of the field, or told 
off for the protection of the flocks or of the tents, perceived 
that the ‘Atfah was in danger, they would leave their oc- 
cupation, abandoning everything to rally round the mysterious 
emblem for its protection; for, if lost, the tribe was disgraced, 
and a new ‘Atfah could not be made until after a victory 
over the enemy who had possessed himself of the original and 
the recovery of a remnant—be it ever so small a portion— 
of the old wooden framework. The captured ‘Atfah could not 
be used by the victorious tribe, and it was therefore generally 
destroyed after capture. This custom accounts for the fact 
that of all the numerous tribes in the Syrian deserts only two 
now possess an ‘Atfah.” 

This account is of extreme importance. In the first place 
it gives further confirmation to the conclusion that the 
customary, though by no means invariable, occupant of the 
‘otfe was a maiden. And in the second place it too records 
that at one time the institution of the ‘otfe was quite common 
among Bedouin tribes, and accounts for its gradual disap- 
pearance, not by supposition, as did Lady Blunt, but by a 
fact of much significance. A new ‘otfe could not be made 
indiscriminately to replace an old one which had been cap- 
tured or destroyed in battle. The capture of an ‘otfe was 
regarded as such a supreme calamity that the tribe did not 
hesitate at the most extreme efforts and sacrifices to protect 
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it. The tribe whose ‘otfe had been captured in battle was 
regarded as, and felt itself disgraced and humiliated. Not 
until it had regained its old ‘otfe through victory in battle, 
could it hold its head high once more. A new ‘otfe could be 
made only with at least a remnant of the old ‘otfe as its 
nucleus. A captured ‘otfe could not be used by its captors. 
Therefore, in order to forestall all possibility of its former 
tribe regaining it, or at least a portion of it, from which a 
new ‘otfe might be made, symbolic of the restored power of 
the now conquered tribe, a captured ‘otfe was usually 
destroyed. The inevitable result of such a practice must have 
been the gradual disappearance of the ‘otfe from among the 
Bedouin tribes. We can easily understand therefore why 
during the second half of the 19th century but one or two 
‘otfes should still be in existence. 

But the question arises here, Why, if the old ‘otfe were 
captured, could not a new one be made to replace it, unless 
at least a fragment of the old ‘otfe was used as the nucleus 
for it? An answer, altogether natural and of deep significance 
suggests itself. We have seen that, according to Musil’s direct 
account, Allah was believed to reside in the ‘otfe, if not per- 
manently, at least occasionally. Moreover, other important 
evidence links this particular ‘otfe of the Ruwala with Abu 
ed-Duhtir, apparently the old, half-forgotten; eponymous 
deity of this tribe. It is altogether probable that every ancient 
‘otfe had similar associations, that it was regarded, in earlier 
and more primitive stages of its development, as the symbol, 
or even as the actual container of the tribal deity. In such 
case, its capture in battle would mean nothing other than this 
deity’s capture by his enemies. It would imply, on the one 
hand, his own weakness and impotence in comparison with 
the enemy tribe and its deity; and on the other hand, it would 
imply that his old tribe was now without divine protection, 
was therefore in truth weak and humiliated. We can well 
understand, on the basis of this hypothesis, why a tribe would 
spare no effort and sacrifice to prevent the capture of its 
‘otfe, and would even leave its cattle and its tents, of course 
with the women and children in them, unprotected and at 
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the mercy of the enemy, in order to protect its ‘otfe against 
capture. 

Above all, on the basis of this assumption of an Bea 
association of ‘otfe and tribal deity, we can understand why 
a new ‘otfe could be made only with a portion, no matter 
how small, of the old one serving as a nucleus. For the old 
‘otfe must have been charged in its every part with the spirit 
or indwelling of a deity. ‘And this could be communicated to 
the new ‘otfe only by contact with the old one, and par- 
ticularly if a portion of the old ‘otfe, charged with this divine 
essence, were built into the new one.!2° From this nucleus 
this divine essence spread until it completely permeated the 
new ‘otfe, and endowed it with a divinity and power equal to, 
and in fact identical with that of the old ‘otfe. Accordingly 
the complete destruction of an ‘otfe by its captors, made it 
absolutely impossible for its old owners to replace it. It must 
have meant to them and to their neighbors that they were a 
tribe entirely without divine protection, that they were there- 
fore weak and impotent, held in light esteem by the sur- 
rounding tribes, and themselves disspirited and humiliated. It 
goes without saying too, just as Rogers states, that a captured 
‘otfe could not be used by its captors. For, on the one hand, 
it had been the tribal deity of their enemies, and therefore 
could not be expected to bestow its divine help and blessing 
upon its former foes; and on the other hand, of what value 
would its help and blessing be to its captors, since in com- 
parison with their own tribal deity it had proved of inferior 
strength and powerless to protect even itself from capture? To 
its captors it was of no avail whatever, but it might, despite 
its unquestionable divine nature, be destroyed by them with 
impunity. From such an impotent deity they had naught to 
fear.122 


120 Cf, Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites,2 index under holiness 
and taboo. 

121 Some such condition as this may account for the otherwise almost in- 
explicable fact that the tribes which came forth from Egypt adopted the worship 
of the Yahwe of the mountain in the desert, a deity up to that time apparently 
worshiped only by the Kenites, and certainly unknown to and not worshiped 
by them, as all the Biblical traditions, with the single exception of that of J, 
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The most recent account of the ‘otfe122 adds nothing 
to what has already been learned with regard to it; but 
inasmuch as it confirms a number of important facts, already 
elucidated, as well as for the sake of completeness, it may be 
cited here. It deals only with the oft-mentioned ‘otfe of the 


agree. Not impossibly the conditions which caused these tribes to settle in 
Egypt, or the misfortunes attendant upon them during their sojourn there, had 
made them lose faith in the strength and protective power of their former 
tribal deities. Not improbably they had even lost their old, tribal cult-objects 
or deity-symbols, comparable in every way, as we shall see shortly, to the 
present-day ‘otfe, and so felt themselves entirely without a god of their own. 
Moses enheartened them with the message of a new god, who would adopt 
them as his people and take them under his protection. And when the power 
of this deity and his good-will towards them were manifested by the discomfiture 
and humiliation of the Egyptians and their gods, they were convinced of the 
truth of Moses’ message and were ready to enter into covenant relations with 
this new and unquestionably powerful deity. 

Similarly too the tribe of Dan must have been convinced by repeated 
defeat and the gradual decimation of their once powerful tribe at the hands of 
their Emorite or Philistine enemies, that their former tribal deity was unable to 
protect and prosper them. Quite probably too their old tribal cult-object, 
whatever it may have been, had been captured and destroyed, so that they 
now felt themselves entirely without a god of their own. At any rate their 
situation was so precarious that they had to resort to the desperate expedient 
of forsaking their old, tribal territory and migrating to a new home far to the 
north. On their way they stole the household: idol of Micah, the Ephraimite, 
and adopted it as their new deity and tribal cult-object (Jud. 17-18). They 
could have been prompted to this last and altogether unusual and desperate act 
only if at the moment they actually had no tribal god and cult-object of their 
own. This extraordinary condition can be explained most satisfactorily by the 
above assumption of the capture and destruction of their former tribal cult- 
object, whatever it may have been. 

This evidence suffices to prove that Jeremiah was wrong, even as far as 
Israel was concerned, in the implication of his rhetorical question, “ Can a nation 
change its gods?” (2. 11). For his own day, with its large and powerful nations, 
each with its own elaborate pantheon, his question may have applied. But for 
ancient Israel, with its simple, primitive, tribal society, and for other Semitic 
peoples, dwelling upon the same tribal plane of social organization, the loss of 
old gods with the capture and destruction of old tribal cult-objects or god- 
symbols, and the consequent, eventual adoption by them of the worship of 
new and presumably more powerful deities, was by no means an impossible and 
unheard of, nor even uncommon procedure. 

122 Leachman, “A Journey in North-Eastern Arabia,” Geographical Journal, 


37 (1911), 267. 
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Ruwala. “As a rule the mounted men marched in front, behind 
them coming the thelul riders, while in the middle of them, on 
a picked ‘ thelul’ (dromedary) was the ‘ Mirkab’ of the Roalla. 
This consists of a frame covered with black ostrich feathers, 
in which a maiden from the sheikh’s family rides in battle, 
exhorting the combatants to deeds of valour. In former times 
the ‘Mirkab’ was a familiar sight in Beduin warfare, but 


In a very recent work (Seabrook, Adventures in Arabia, 85 ff.), published in 
1927, after this article was written, the following description of the ‘otfe occurs 
(although the name ‘otfe is not used). “Pitched battles still occur occasionally 
among the prouder Bedouin tribes ...... The time and place are appointed. 
The opposing forces arrive panoplied, with all their tents and women, and set 
up their camps in full view of each other. Personal tournaments ...... often 
precede the battle. 

“Instead of a flag or banner, each tribe has for its standard a sort of 
human oriflamme—an enormous throne fitted to a camel’s back, a big, square 
litter with a canopy, completely covered with ostrich plumes dyed in brilliant 
colors. On the day of battle this throne is placed on a giant camel, with three 
or four of the most beautiful marriageable virgins of the tribe, dressed in 
crimson silks and adorned with all their jewels. 

“ A small camel boy, perched in front of the throne, guides the beast and 
they ride backward and forward, on the actual edge of the battle, screaming 
encouragement to their warriors. 

“Tf a tribe goes down to absolute defeat, these chosen beauties become 
captive to the conquerors, but are treated with the greatest honor, and are even 
permitted to choose whom they will marry, though the most beautiful usually 
becomes a wife in the hareem of the sheik. 

vie stent On the day of the battle between the Sirdich (a small but daring 
tribe dwelling east of the Djebel Druse) and Annezy, Gutul rode with three 
other Sirdiech beauties, and kept screaming to the camel boy to push in closer. 
At a moment when the battle seemed to be going against her tribe, she leaned 
forward, seized the bamboo wand from the little camel boy’s hand, then 
knocked him off his precarious perch, and drove the camel forward into the 
thick of the battle, crying at the top of her lungs the prolonged ‘ 000!—ooo!— 
000!—ooo!’ ...... with the other girls screeching and clawing at her in terror. 

Sh ata pe tn In the midst of the confusion and excitement, the Sirdieh rallied, 
and won the battle.” (For this reference I am indebted to my friend and 
colleague, Dr. Sheldon H. Blank.) 

The author had this account only from a secondary source. It is rather 
vague in its details and probably should not be pressed too strongly. It seems 
to depict a modified tradition of the ‘otfe, in which the rdle of the battle 
- maiden (cf. below) is emphasized at the expense of the original, independent 
role of the ‘oéfe itself. 
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now the Roalla are the only Beduin in possession of one.” If 
this last statement be correct, then it follows that by the end 
of the first decade of the 20th century, the other ‘otfe of 
which Lady Blunt and Rogers spoke as existent in their day, 
had disappeared, and only this one ‘otfe of the Ruwala was 
left. It is noteworthy too that Leachman speaks of it, just 
as did Musil at about the same time, as the merkab. Neither 
of them apparently heard it called ‘otfe, as the majority of 
the writers who preceded them did. The latter seems to have 
been the older and more specific name of this peculiar object, 
and of the entire class to which it belonged. Merkab, “ vehicle,” 
seems to be a younger and more general term for this class of 
objects. 

That a young maiden of the tribe was usually the occupant 
of the ‘otfe, just as Wetzstein, Blunt, Rogers and Leachman, 
state, is clear from something further which Musil has to say.12% 
“The Shir lost their banner, el-bérak, in an unsuccessful battle 
with Ibn Sa‘lan. It was borne by the ‘Atfa’. ‘Atfa’ means a 
fully matured maiden who, adorned with her best ornaments, 
sits upon a good riding-camel, swings the banner and with 
words and lashes drives the animal into the midst of the enemy. 
She is surrounded by the chosen men of her tribe, who must 
defend her; for should she be captured, the battle is lost and 
the tribe may never again carry with them either ‘Atfa’ or 
banner.” 

Here Musil represents the maiden as the bearer of the 
tribal banner, and seems to have no thought of her connection 
with the ‘otfe. In fact he seems to have no knowledge at all 
of the ‘otfe, and no doubt for this reason he failed to identify 
the abu zhir al-markab of the Ruwala with the ‘otfe, as did 
Wetzstein, Blunt and Leachman. None the less the fact that the 
maiden who bears the tribal banner is known as the ‘atfa’ 
indicates that this tribal banner is probably a comparatively 
late development among the Bedouin tribes, and that it is 
primarily a substitute for the older ‘otfe, gradually falling into 
disuse and disappearing, as practically all our authorities agree. 


123 Arabia Petraea, WM, 377. 
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It indicates also that a maiden, and not an old woman, a boy 
or a slave, as Burckhardt states, was the customary occupant of 
the old ‘otfe. Perhaps, too, it is not without significance that 
the banner of the Shar had its own name, el-bérak (literally, 
“lightning ”), just as has the ‘otfe of the Ruwala, abu zhér 
al-merkab. 

Doughty, too, has a brief but important word about this 
maiden.!24 Speaking of the well-clad and highly adorned 
maidens of the Beny Salem, a sub-tribe of the Harb, he says, 
“It seemed that any one of them might have been an Atdfa 
(or Ateyfa)—she that from her saddle frame warbles the battle- 
note, with a passionate sweetness, which kindles the manly 
hearts of the young tribesmen (and the Aarab are full of a 
wild sensibility).—They see her, each one as his spouse, without 
the veil, and decked as in the day of her marriage!—The 
Atafa is a sheykh’s daughter; but, said Hamed, she may be 
another mez’#ina: it were infamous to kill an Atafa; yet when 
shots flee, her camel may fall or run furiously, and the maiden- 
standard is in peril.” From this passage it is clear that the 
name ‘atafa, the technical term for the maiden who plays this 
role, is related to the name ‘otfe, and that it has survived 
among the Harb-Bedouin even though the ‘otfe itself has 
apparently disappeared, and the maiden has become but an 
ordinary, even though gayly dressed and adorned, camel-rider, 
spurring on the young warriors of her tribe to supreme efforts 
in battle. It indicates that at one time the institution of the 
‘otfe was more general among the Arabs than it is at present, 
and that it is indeed, as Blunt and Rogers say, gradually 
disappearing. This passage also confirms our previous con- 
clusion that originally the regular occupant of the ‘otfe was 
a maiden, the battle-maiden of the tribe, and not, as Burckhardt 
states, an old woman, a boy or a slave. This last, if correct, 
is probably a degenerate form of the older custom. 

Elsewhere 125 Doughty writes as follows, “I might some- 
times see heaving and rolling above all heads of men and cattle 


124 Arabia Deserta, Il, 304. 
125 Jbid,, I, 61. 
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in the midst of the journeying caravan, the naked frame and 
posts of the sacred Mahmal camel which resembles a bed- 
stead, and is after the fashion of the Beduish woman’s camel- 
litter. It is clothed on high days with a glorious pall of 
green velvet, the prophet’s colour, and the four posts are 
crowned with glancing knops of silver. I understand from 
grave elders of the religion, that this litter is the standard 
of the Haj, in the antique guise of Arabia, and yet remaining 
among the Beduw; wherein, at any general battle of tribes, 
there is mounted some beautiful damsel of the sheykhs’ 
daughters, whose generous loud Alleluias for her people, in 
presence of their enemies, inflame her young kinsmen’s hearts 
to leap in that martial dance to a multitude of deaths.” The 
comparison which Doughty makes here between the mahmal 
of the pilgrim-caravan to Mecca and the ancient Bedouin 
‘otfe is suggestive indeed and leads to significant conclu- 
sions. 

The mahmal is described by Lane as follows;12¢ “It is 
a square skeleton-frame of wood, with a pyramidal top; and 
has a covering of black brocade, richly worked with inscriptions 
and ornamental embroidery in gold, in some parts upon a 
ground of green or red silk, and bordered with a fringe of 
silk, with tassels surmounted by silver balls. Its covering 
is not always made after the same pattern with regard to the 
decorations; but in every cover that I have seen, I have 
remarked, on the upper part of the front, a view of the Temple 
of Mekkeh, worked in gold; and, over it, the Sultan’s cypher. 
It contains nothing; but has two mus-hafs (or copies of the 
Kur-an), one on a scroll, and the other in the usual form of 
a little book, and each enclosed in a case of gilt silver, 
attached, externally, at the top... The five balls with 
crescents, which ornament the Mahmal, are of gilt silver. The 
Mahmal is borne by a fine tall camel, which is generally 
indulged with exemption from every kind of labour during the 
remainder of its life. 


126 An Account of the Manners and Customs of the Modern Eg yptians 
(3rd ed.), 404f. 
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“Tt is related that the Sultan Ez-Zahir Beybars, King 
of Egypt, was the first who sent a Mahmal with the caravan 
of pilgrims to Mekkeh, in the year of the Flight 670 (A. D. 1272), 
or 675; but this custom, it is generally said, had its origin a 
few years before his accession to the throne. Sheger-ed-Durr 
(commonly called Shegeret-ed-Durr), a beautiful Turkish 
female slave, who became the favourite wife of the Sultan 
Es-Sdleh Negm-ed-Deen, and on the death of his son (with 
whom terminated the dynasty of the house of Eiyoob) caused 
herself to be acknowledged as Queen of Egypt, performed the 
pilgrimage in a magnificent ‘hdédag’ (or covered litter), borne 
by a camel; and for several successive years her empty hodag 
was sent with the caravan merely for the sake of state. Hence, 
succeeding princes of Egypt sent, with each year’s caravan of 
pilgrims, a kind of hdéddag (which received the name of 
‘Mahmal’ or ‘Mahmil’), as an emblem of royalty; and the 
kings of other countries followed their example. The 
Wahhabees prohibited the Mahmal as an object of vain pomp; 
it afforded them one reason for intercepting the caravan.” 

This is the description of the Egyptian mahmal. It is 
clear that Lane has given here, and in authoritative manner, 
the traditional account of the origin of this peculiar insti- 
tution current in Cairo in the roth century. According to 
this tradition the institution of the mahmal is only approxi- 
mately six hundred and fifty years old. The authenticity of 
this tradition is strongly questioned by Snouck Hurgronje,?7 
who points out that in addition to this mahmal from Cairo, 
and likewise the one from Damascus, to which Doughty refers, 
there were in ancient times various other malmals, representing 
the various parts and lands of the Moslem world and the 
princes who ruled over them. The mahmal from Irak played 
an important rdle in the history of Mecca in 1320, but forty- 
nine years after the traditional date of the origin of the 
Egyptian mahmal, and the mahmal from Yemen played a 
similar rdle in 1380; and, as Snouck Hurgronje remarks, this 
was certainly not the first time that the latter mahmal had 


127 Mekka, I, 84 ff. 
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come to Mecca. In the light of these facts he asks very 
pertinently how it is possible that all the rival princes of 
Moslem states should have hit upon exactly the same method 
of representing themselves in the pilgrimage to Mecca, so very 
soon after the custom had been instituted by the Egyptian 
princess. He is therefore inclined to believe that the insti- 
tution of the mahmal must have had some different and more 
ancient origin. He furthermore cites De Goeje,!28 who suggests 
the possibility of some relation between the ‘otfe, the mahmal 
and the old Arabic custom of carrying portable shrines upon a 
journey or into battle. But these portable shrines can scarcely 
be aught other than the ‘otfe of the -present-day Bedouin. 
Snouck Hurgronje likewise cites the custom still observed in 
Djiddah, the sea-port of Mecca, that in the celebration of their 
folk-festivals the people of the different quarters of the city 
make mahmals, each quarter having its own festival and each 
its own mahmal, and each trying to outdo its rival quarters 
in the fabrication of its mahmal. These facts are significant. 
They point to the conclusion that the folk-tradition of the 
origin of the mahmal, cited by Lane, is altogether unauthentic, 
and evidences no more than that the institution is of such 
antiquity that its true origin is entirely unknown to the 
modern Muslim. 

Moreover, the facts cited by Lane, that no matter how 
the details of the external adornment of the Egyptian mahmal 
may vary from year to year, two details are constant, viz. 
the representations of the Ka‘aba, or the Temple at Mecca, 
and of the two copies of the Koran upon the front side 


128 Mémoires d’histoire et de géographie orientales,2 No. 1, 180. De 
Goeje cites in particular the portable shrine of Mokhtar, mentioned by Tabari 
(translation Zotenberg, II, 702, 706). Unfortunately this is not accessible to 
me. However the same object was referred to by Ibn al-Wardy as follows; 
“Tn the year 66 of the Hejra, al-Mukhtar ibn ’Ubaid-Allah ath-thaky went to 
al-Kifa to avenge the blood of al-Hussein ... The al-Mukhtar took unto 
himself a throne (Kuray [this is probably an error for Kursay]), and proclaimed 
that it contained a mystery, being to them exactly what the ark was to the 
children of Israel, and when al-Mukhtar sent the army to attack ’Ubaid-Allah 
ibn Zayad, he went out with this throne on a mule, which carried him (or it 
[undoubtedly the latter]) into battle.” (Quoted from Rogers, op. cit.) 
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of the mahmal- -cover, coupled with the additional fact 
that, despite the Egyptian tradition that Sheger-ed-Durr 
occupied the first mahmal, none the less all mahmals are 
entirely: empty, point to one significant conclusion, viz. that 
originally the mahmal, whatever its earliest name among the 
Arabs may have been, was the empty litter in which the deity 
of the tribe or tribes to which it belonged, was thought to 
ride, while upon the many wanderings of the nomad tribe. 
Nay more, since the mahmal in the present day appears only in 
the annual pilgrimage to Mecca, a difficult and dangerous 
journey indeed, particularly in ancient, and in fact until quite 
recent times, the thought suggests itself that originally the 
mahmal was believed to be the actual guide of the pilgrim- 
caravan through the difficult and dangerous desert; it was 
thought to be the divine power which selected the road which 
the caravan must take, in order to arrive in safety at its 
destination. The peculiar, sacred character of the camel which 
bears the mahmal tends to confirm this hypothesis. And 
perhaps some slight additional confirmation thereof may even 
be found in the tradition that it was a woman and a princess 
at that, who was the first occupant of the Egyptian mahmal; 
for, as we have seen, the regular occupant of the ‘otfe was a 
maiden, and always the noblest maiden of the tribe. Un- 
questionably there is much probability to De Goeje’s proposed 
correlation of the mahmal and the otfe. 

This conclusion is confirmed by certain additional con- 
siderations all pointing to the original conception of the mahmal 
as being of divine character, or at least as possessing divine 
powers. Lane tells also,?° in his description of the cere- 
monies incidental to the return of the mahmal to Cairo, how 
he joined in the procession and came close to the mahmal. 
“ After touching it three times, and kissing my hand, I caught 
hold of the fringe, and walked by its side. The guardian of 
the sacred object, who walked behind it, looked very hard 
at me, and induced me to utter a pious ejaculation, which 
perhaps prevented his displacing me; or possibly my dress in- 
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fluenced him; for he only allowed other persons to approach 
and touch it one by one; and then drove them back. I con- 
tinued to walk by its side, holding the fringe, nearly to the 
entrance of the Rumeyleh. On my telling a Muslim friend, 
to-day, that I had done this, he expressed great astonishment; 
and said that he had never heard of any one having done 
so before; and that the Prophet had certainly taken a love for 
me, or I could not have been allowed: he added, that I had 
derived an inestimable blessing; and that it would be prudent 
in me not to tell any others of my Muslim friends of this 
fact, as it would make them envy me so great a privilege, 
and perhaps displease them. I can not learn why the Mahmal 
is esteemed so sacred. Many persons showed an enthusiastic 
eagerness to touch it; and I heard a soldier exclaim, as it 
passed him, ‘O my Lord! Thou hast denied my performing 
the pilgrimage!’ ” 

From this account it is not clear whether the soldier’s 
words, “O my Lord!”, were addressed to the mahmal, or 
were merely an ejaculation. But from the remainder of the 
account it is evident that a large measure of sanctity is 
popularly believed to reside in the mahmal, and that he who 
merely touches or kisses it derives by contact a baraka or 
blessing, a portion of its sacred strength or power; therefore 
the sacred and taboo character of the camel which carried it 
upon the journey to and from Meccah and its exemption from 
work for the remainder of its life. For this reason too 
the fact that Lane was not only privileged to touch it 
just once, but to hold fast to the fringe and march alongside 
of the mahmal for a considerable distance, implied that a very 
large measure of baraka had been permitted to pass into him. 
Of this fact, and also of the additional fact that he, a non- 
Moslem, had dared to touch the sacred object, his pious Moslem 
acquaintances may well have been jealous. 

Lane’s description of the mahmal is corroborated in every 
detail by that of Rogers,!2° who likewise witnessed the pro- 
cession incidental to its return from Meccah in 1882 or 1883. 
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He writes, “It is a large frame of wood, capable of being 
carried by a strong camel. When in the procession it is covered 
with a green oi richly embroidered with ornaments and 
inscriptions in gold thread, and with heavy fringes and tassels. 
It as Surmounced by silver-gilt knobs at the top and four 
corners, and a copy of the Kurdan in a silver-gilt case is 
suspended from the top. Lane states that in his time the 
covering was black; but certainly for many years past it has 
been green... The Mahmil contains nothing. 

“Tf one asks the Muslims of Cairo what the Mahmil is 
intended to represent, they only say that it is in memory of 
the camel-saddle and canopy in which the Mamluke Queen. of 
Egypt, Shajar ad durr, performed her pilgrimage to Mekka 
and Medinah in the thirteenth century of our era. On asking 
whether such a ceremony existed before her time, they reply 
that they have no records of any previous Mahmil. I have 
frequently tried to elicit an expression of opinion as to some 
other origin, but without result. If the Mahmil be simply an 
emblem of the saddle on which a Queen of Egypt performed 
her pilgrimage, herself a foreigner and probably a convert to 
Islamism, not born in the faith, why should the Muslim world 
venerate it to such an extent? And, again, why does a similar 
Mahmil start simultaneously from Damascus?” 

These questions are indeed apposite. They are practically 
the same as those raised by Snouck Hurgronje. They find a © 
ready and natural answer in the proposed correlation of the 
mahmal and the ‘otfe. And in fact Rogers himself, although, it 
must be admitted, upon rather superficial grounds and without 
any real understanding of the full implication of his hypo- 
thesis, suggested that there must have been an original relation- 
ship, a development from a common source, not only of the 
mahmal and the ‘otfe, but also of the ancient ark of Israel. 

From all this evidence it is clear that the ‘otfe is indeed 
an ancient institution among the Arabs, that in olden days it 
was much more common than it is to-day, and that, as a 
number of the authorities, whom we have cited, have remarked, 
the institution is gradually disappearing from among the 
Bedouin tribes, and in fact actually survives to-day in only a 
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comparatively few tribes, and in these in what is probably 
a more or less degenerate form. The reason for this gradual 
disappearance of the ‘otfe is certainly not, as we have already 
remarked, that which Lady Blunt surmised, viz. the present- 
day difficulty of obtaining ostrich feathers with which to keep 
the ‘otfes in proper repair; for ostriches are hardly less plenti- 
ful to-day in the Arabian Desert than in ancient times, and 
had ostrich feathers been essential to the making and func- 
tioning of the ‘otfe, they would unquestionably have been 
used as generally in ancient days in the making of ‘otfes as 
they seem to be to-day; but this conclusion what little evidence 
there is does not support. Moreover, the mahmal, apparently 
a variant and highly decorated form of the ‘otfe, has not the 
slightest suggestion of ostrich feathers in its makeup. Un- 
questionably the reason for the gradual disappearance of the 
‘otfe from among the Bedouin tribes, given by Rogers, viz. 
the eventual capture and total destruction of almost all the 
tribal ‘otfes by hostile tribes, and the consequent inability of 
the original possessors of these captured ‘otfes to replace them, 
accounts for this circumstance far better. 

Undoubtedly too this condition is furthered by a certain 
development and progress in Bedouin culture, extremely slow 
and almost imperceptible, it is true, but none the less real. 
This, coupled with the influence of Islam upon the life and 
practice of the Bedouin tribes, must have contributed not a 
little to the gradual disappearance of the ‘otfe. For while it 
is true that among these tribes the recognition and observance 
of Islam are more formal and superficial than real, this is 
true rather of the positive aspects of its observance than of 
the ‘negative. Negatively Islam has exerted quite a far- 
reaching influence upon the old nomad life and institutions, 
in that, partly directly and officially and partly indirectly 
and unofficially, it has stamped certain ancient beliefs, rites 
and institutions as out of accord with fundamental Moslem 
principles, and has thus made for their gradual cessation and 
disappearance. This procedure is clearly illustrated by the 
Wahhaby attitude of disapproval of and opposition to the 
mahmal, recorded by Snouck Hurgronje. Not improbably 
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these Wahhaby rigorists have a suspicion, and perhaps even 
a faint knowledge, of a non-Islamic origin of the mahmal, 
remote though this be. This process, which might be illustrated 
further by the history of the development of every religion, 
and not least of all by that of ancient Israel, and particularly 
by the Deuteronomic and early post-Deuteronomic attitude 
toward the ark, as we have established it, is the most natural 
and logical reason for the gradual disappearance of the ‘otfe. 

Now it is significant that, with the single exception of 
the tradition of Shegger-ed-Durr, and this tradition has little 
or no historic evidence to validate it, the mahmal always is 
empty, so far as human occupants are concerned. It is true 
that, according to Snouck Hurgronje, the various mahmals 
have appeared at Mecca in historical times, i.e. during the 
last six hundred and fifty years, as the representatives of the 
rulers of the chief lands or divisions of the Moslem world; 
but this is undoubtedly a secondary association, a concession 
to Islam and a modification of the original, non-Islamic im- 
port of the mahmal. Still further concessions to Islam in 
this connection may be seen, perhaps, in the representation of 
the temple at Mecca upon the forward face of the cover of 
the Cairo mahmal, and certainly in the fixing of a copy of 
the Koran, according to Rogers, or even two copies, one in 
scroll form and one in book form, according to Lane, on the 
upper part thereof. This association of mahmal and Koran 
gave to the former an Islamic association and symbolism which 
unquestionably it did not possess originally. It assigned a 
definite and important place in the official worship of Allah 
to an institution which originally probably had little or no 
connection with the worship of this deity, unless perhaps in 
the “days of ignorance” before Mohammed, when it was in 
all likelihood one of the various, common, tribal symbols of 
pre-Islamic Arabian deities. 

What its particular character and functions may have been 
in this early period, we can, of course, not determine, except 
to assume that they were the same as those of all other objects 
of this class, viz. to give victory to the tribesmen in battle 
and to guide the tribe upon its journeys through the desert. 
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A faint trace of this last function seems to have survived in 
the association of the mahmal with the pilgrimage to Mecca 
and the attendant journey thither through the desert. But 
whether this points to a regular gathering at Meccah in pre- 
Islamic days of the mahmals or ‘otfes or merkabs, or what- 
ever may have been the official name of these peculiar objects 
in that remote period, for the celebration of a great, annual 
festival at the sanctuary there, it is, of course, scarcely pos- 
sible to determine with certainty. Such a conclusion would, 
however, be quite probable in case such a festival had more 
than local significance, and served as the occasion for the 
gathering of many tribes for purposes of religious celebration. 
Then what more natural and probable than that each tribe 
should bring with it, and indeed feel that it had been led 
thither through the desert, by the symbol of its tribal deity? 
In the celebration of such a festival there would then have 
been a considerable gathering at Mecca of ‘otfes, mahmals, 
merkabs, and other similar tribal palladia and symbols of 
tribal deities, such as actually took place there in connection 
with the celebration of the Hajj in the 13th and 14th cen- 
turies a.p. and. likewise takes place, although to a much less 
extent, even in the present day. 

Now, as has been said, with the single exception of 
Shegger-ed-Durr, there is no indication of the presence of a 
human occupant within the mahmal, nor of the association 
of any human being with it in any kindred capacity. Nor is 
there any indication of or room for the presence of a human 
being, whether maiden or some other person, in the ‘otfe 
while on the march, and particularly while discharging the 
function of leading the tribe through the desert. The human 
being, whether maiden or old woman, slave or young boy, 
was present in the ‘otfe only when the latter went into battle, 
but apparently at no other time. And, as we have seen, par- 
ticipation in battle seems to be, or to have been, but one of 
the important functions of the ‘otfe. The presumption is 
strong therefore that the presence of a human being in the 
‘otfe, even during a battle, is not original and primary, but 
that it is rather secondary, and probably the result of the 
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fusion of two’ ancient institutions, both of which apparently 
underwent considerable modification in the course of time, 
chiefly because of the growing influence of Islam, and both of 
which even threatened to disappear completely, as they are, 
in fact, doing to-day. Such a condition and such an impending 
fate tend mightily to such fusion and to the consequent 
acquisition of renewed strength and power of perpetuation 
for a time of the newly organized institution resulting from 
the fusion. This fusion, if this assumption be correct, must 
itself have been of considerable antiquity, as the not incon- 
siderable mass of evidence thereof, and particularly the 
development of the technical name, ‘atafa or ‘ateyfa, recorded 
by Doughty, indicates. 

This institution of the battle-maiden in the practice of 
warfare among Semitic tribes seems to be of great antiquity, 
even though the evidence therefor, due to easily comprehensible 
reasons, is scanty indeed. In addition to the general evidence 
of the practice among Bedouin tribes, not only in modern, but 
likewise in ancient days, we have the specific instance of 
Aisha playing just this rdle at the Battle of the Camel in the 
year 36A.H. (656 .D.).121 In this battle Aisha rode upon a 
thoroughbred camel, of unusual value. She was in the thick of 
the battle, spurring on her warriors to heroic efforts. Seventy 
men of the Bani Dabba fell about her in the vain attempt 
to defend her. Her camel was killed in the battle and she 
was captured by Ali. She was treated by him with every 
possible consideration and given’ her complete freedom.122 
We do not know that the term ‘atafa was actually applied 
to Aisha in connection with her réle in this battle, nor that 
the camel upon which she rode was caparisoned with an actual 
‘otfe. But certainly she did play exactly the rdle of the battle 
maiden on this occasion; and apparently it was not a novel 
nor unfamiliar rdle to her or her contemporaries and was 
governed by definite regulations and principles. It may be 
inferred too, from the charge to Deborah, in Jud. 5. 12, to 
recite her song in the battle of the Israelite tribes against their 
Canaanite foes, that in this battle she too played the réle of 
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the battle-maiden, spurring the warriors of Israel to valorous 
deeds and to victory against their enemies.12% But if so, then 
the institution of the battle-maiden must have existed also in 
ancient Israel. 

We can readily understand why this institution should 
have disappeared regularly at a fairly early stage of the 
cultural evolution of Semitic peoples and have left but little 
trace in their literatures. For it is self-apparent that this 
institution is intimately bound up with and adapted only to 
early, tribal methods of warfare. So soon as Semitic peoples 
advanced beyond primitive tribal organization and form of 
government and methods of warfare, and developed an inter- 
tribal, and eventual monarchical, system of government and 
new methods of systematic warfare by well-organized and 
disciplined armies, the old institution of the battle-maiden 
was bound to disappear. And since this phase of cultural 
evolution as a rule went hand in hand with, or perhaps even 
preceded somewhat, the development of the art of writing 
and the free production of literature, it follows naturally that 
in Semitic literature references to the institution of the battle- 
maiden are comparatively few and obscure. But the evidence 
which we have gathered, scanty though it undoubtedly is, 
suffices to establish as probable that in the primitive days of 
Semitic tribal life and warfare the institution was fairly 
common, if not quite general. But the evidence also seems to 
indicate that it was originally an altogether independent 
institution, which had no primary association of any kind 
with the ‘otfe or other objects of this class, and that the 
present connection is due entirely, as we have suggested, to 


183 If this assumption be correct, then in both cases of Aisha and Deborah, 
this rdle was played, not by a maiden, but by a woman well along in years. 
For Aisha was forty-three years old at the time of the Battle of the Camel; and 
to have built up the reputation and influence among the tribes which she 
apparently enjoyed at the time of the Battle of Taanach, Deborah too must 
have been a woman well advanced in age. This agrees with the statement of 
Burckhardt that an old woman frequently played the rdle of occupant of the 
‘otfe and of battle-maiden. Certainly both Deborah and Aisha were women of 
highest standing and influence, not only in their own, but even among 
neighboring and kindred tribes. 
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the common fate of being outgrown culturally and eventually 
disappearing, which impended over both, which tended among 
the Bedouin tribes to fuse them and give them some renewed 
strength and power of persistence for a time.1®4 But if this 
inference be correct, it would follow further that originally 
the ‘otfe or its historic antecedent was always empty, even 
when going into battle, precisely as the mahmal is to-day and 
the ‘otfe or merkab itself also on all occasions except in battle. 

Returning now to the ‘otfe, it is clear that the account 
given by Musil is surprising indeed. For it differs in quite 
a number of significant details from the specific descriptions 
of the very same object by Wetzstein and Lady Blunt. There 
can be no question as to the reliability of Musil’s testimony; 
for on the one hand, he is too careful and authoritative an 
observer and master of Bedouin life and custom, and too 
experienced an investigator thereof, to have been misled; and 
on the other hand, the information given him about the abu 
zhir al-markab agrees too completely with the facts which 
we have been able to establish concerning the early form and 
functions of the forerunners of the present-day ‘otfe and 
mahmal, to be questioned. It is of course strange, and in fact 
almost inexplicable, that the information which Musil should 
have been able to gather from the Ruwala about the abu zhir 
al-markab, from thirty to forty years after both Wetzstein 
and the Blunts had visited the same tribe, is so different and 
so much more primitive in certain essential details; but even 
such a condition is not impossible nor does it give any reason 
for questioning the correctness of Musil’s statement, particu- 
larly since it is corroborated by the entirely independent 
testimony of Curtiss with regard to the significant fact of the 
name abu zhur or Abu ed-Duhir. 

At any rate Musil’s description of this strange object, 
in contrast to the other accounts which we have quoted, 
emphasizes the most primitive features of its character and 


134 Tt is perhaps of some significance in this connection that Musil 
heard nothing at all, apparently, of the maiden in connection with the abu zhar 
al-markab, although both Wetzstein and the Blunts heard of her explicitly in 
just this connection. 
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functions. It determines the way through the desert which the 
tribe must go; it gives the tribe victory in battle; a deity, 
whether Allah, as Musil was told, or Abu ed-Duhir, as the 
name implies, dwells in it, and imparts his will, and thus gives 
indication of future events, either by the fluttering of the 
ostrich feathers upon the object, even though there be no wind 
at the time, or by the object inclining itself to one side; every 
year a white camel is sacrificed before this object, i.e. of 
course to the deity resident in or associated with it, and the 
blood of this sacrifice is sprinkled upon the corner posts 
thereof.185 This is primitive Semitic concept and practice 
indeed. 

But just this description, in almost every detail, applies 
to the ark of Israel also. It too, according to Biblical tradition, 
selected the road which Israel was to travel through the 
desert; it too gave victory in battle; in it too a deity ap- 
parently was thought to dwell, and from it to give oracular 
decisions. And while there is no explicit evidence that in the 
earliest period of its history sacrifices were actually offered 
_ directly to the ark or to the deity thought to dwell in it, and 
that the blood thereof was sprinkled upon the ark, due entirely 
to the paucity of the evidence bearing upon the ark coming 
from this earliest period, it would be altogether reasonable 
to assume that such sacrifices were actually offered.12° And 


135 Inasmuch as Abu ed-Duhtr seems to be, according to Curtiss, a kind 
of ancestral deity of the Ruwala, and inasmuch also as the abu zhir al-markab 
goes into battle and brings victory to the tribe, this sacrifice may be regarded, 
in part at least, as offered originally to the tribal ancestral deity who gives 
victory in battle. It may therefore be compared with the sacrifice which the 
‘akid, or tribal military leader, offers in the evening preceding an anticipated 
battle, with the words, “This is thy supper, O our ancestor; help us today!, 
hada ‘asak ja %iddina tufze‘ lana-l-jowm.” (Musil, Arabia Petraea, Wl, 382.) 

186 Not improbably the sacrifices recorded in I Sam. 6. 14 and II Sam. 
6. 13, 17 were just such sacrifices, offered directly to the ark, and with the 
blood even sprinkled upon the ark, although the present text, accommodated to 
later theology, states explicitly that these sacrifices were offered to Yahwe, or 
“ before Yahwe,” literally “into the face of Yahwe.” For this last expression 
as a technical term in the sacrificial parlance of modern Palestine, cf. Curtiss, 
Primitive Semitic Religion Today, English edition, Chap. XVI; German edition, 
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this assumption‘ would find strong confirmation in the practice 
recorded in the Priestly Code, of offering sacrifices before 
the holy of holies in which the ark was supposed to stand, 
and of sprinkling the blood thereof upon the veil before the 
ark, towards Yahwe, i.e. towards the ark itself,®7 and, in 
the particularly solemn ceremonies of the Day of Atonement, 
the ancient New Year’s Day, even upon the kapporet itself,*** 
the empty golden throne of Yahwe resting, according to 
Priestly tradition, on top of the ark. Unquestionably at the 
bottom of this last ceremony lies some ancient New Year’s 
Day rite, the origin of which may well reach back to that 
early period of Israel’s history when sacrifice was actually 
offered directly to the ark, or to the deity thought to dwell 
within it, and the blood thereof was sprinkled upon the top 
or the four corners of the ark. This ceremony would then be 
practically identical with that practiced to-day by the Ruwala 
upon the abu zhur al-markab. In the light of these facts there 
can not be the slightest question that the ancient ark of Israel 
was originally an object of the same kind and class as the 
‘otfe and the mahmal °° of the present-day Arabs, and par- 
ticularly of the abu zhir al-markab1*° of the Ruwala. 

We have seen that a deity was thought to dwell within 
the ark. The question arises here whether the ark was empty 
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189 In this connection it is of considerable significance to note that the 
two copies of the Koran affixed to the upper part of the front face of the 
mabmal parallel in both character and purpose the two tablets of the Decalogue 
which tradition located in the ark. Both Korans and stone tablets served to give 
to what was originally an idolatrous or semi-idolatrous cult-object a sanction 
and a definite, legitimate place in the comparatively advanced worship of the 
new national deities, Yahwe in the religion of Israel and Allah in Islam. But why two 
stone tablets and two copies of the Koran it is difficult to determine. (Cf. note 149.) 
But the coincidence in the number two is probably not without significance. 

140 Torczyner (“Die Bundeslade und die Anfange der Religion Israels,” 
Festschrift zum sojabrigen Bestehen der Hochschule fiir die Wissenschaft des Juden- 
tums, 264) correctly correlates the element al-markab in the name abi zhir al- 
markab with, on the one hand, the early function of the ark as a nsow or 
means of transportation of the deity thought to dwell within, and mazw- as- 
sociated with the cherubim in I Chron. 28. 18, and, on the other hand, with 


the Rabbinical tradition which represented Ezekiel’s picture of the k*bod Yahwe 
and its method of transportation as nszn. 
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of any concrete object, or whether there was actually some- 
thing within the ark with which the presence of this deity 
was associated. The question is difficult indeed, and in fact, 
because of lack of direct evidence no final and positive answer 
can be given to it. 

One thing seems almost certain, that if the ark did con- 
tain some concrete object, this was certainly not an image, 
as Gressmann claims.141 For the presence of an image or idol 
or any object of specific shape, would imply its exhibition on 
particular occasions; and there is not the slightest evidence of 
any such procedure in connection with the ark in any of the 
periods of its history. Instead the constant implication is that 
the deity is always within, and never outside the ark, as the 
presence of any image or like object fashioned in some par- 
ticular shape for occasional display, would imply. 

Furthermore, on first glance it seems that the ark might 
well be compared to those vehicles, whether boats or wagons 
or palanquins, borne by human beings or animals, in which 
the images of Babylonian and Egyptian deities were carried 
during their festal processions. And indeed both Gunkel 14? 
and Gressmann 148 have made this comparison. Nor can it be 
denied that in the third period of its history, and even during 
the transition from the second to the third period, marked 
by Ezekiel’s conception of the enthroned kebod Yahwe, the 
ark did perform, in part at least, the functions of these 
vehicles of divine transportation. It is true, too, that the ark, 
likewise during the first period of its history, would seem to 
have resembled these vehicles, since it, too, was transported 
hither and thither, into battle or along the road through the 
desert, and of course in such journeyings, the deity associated 
with it invariably accompanied it. But this last comparison 
is more seeming than real. For both the Babylonian and 
Egyptian objects referred to were vehicles of transportation 
of the images of the gods and nothing more. They had no 
immediate and inseparable connection with the deity himself 


141 Die Lade Jabves, 17 ff. 
142 “Die Lade Jahves ein Thronsitz,” Z//R, 1906. 
143 Op. cit. 
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or with the image or object by which he was represented. Only 
during the few, brief moments of physical transportation of 
the image in the procession was it in direct contact and 
association with this vehicle, and at all other times the vehicle 
had but little, and that only secondary, divine significance. 
But with the ark it was entirely different. Whatever the con- 
tents of the ark may have been, by which the deity was 
symbolized, or in which he was thought to dwell, it was never 
removed nor dissociated from the ark, nor was the ark ever 
opened that it might be exhibited to the public gaze. It 
remained constantly within the ark, inseparably associated 
with it, so completely and concretely that the ark itself came 
in popular thought and speech to be identified with the deity; 
the ark itself was to all intents and purposes the deity, and 
to lay unguarded and ritually unfit hand upon the ark was 
exactly the same in effect as to lay hand upon the sacred 
object within; it violated the taboo in which that particular 
deity was enwrapped and entailed death. Only incidentally, 
therefore, and not at all fundamentally, was the ark, during 
the first period of its history, in any way similar to these 
vehicles of sacred transportation of the Babylonian and 
Egyptian religions. Its relationship to the ‘otfe, particularly 
in the earliest stages of the development of this object, is 
manifestly far closer. 

What then was the ark; or rather, and more correctly, 
what could the contents of the ark have been? The most 
natural assumption is that the ark contained a betyl or sacred 
stone.1*4 This conception was, of course, common among the 
primitive Semites,14° and the evidence is ample that it was 
current in ancient Israel, particularly among the northern 
tribes.146 This was the most natural and likely object in which 


144 So also Stade, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 1, 457£.; Benzinger, Hebraische 
Archéologie,! 369; Bertholet, Kulturgeschichte Israels, 99. 

145 Cf. Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites,2 200 ff. 

146 Cf. Gen. 28. 20-22, and the name of the sanctuary and city Bethel. 
Ex. 3. 2ff. records a tradition of undoubtedly great antiquity, that Yahwe dwelt 
originally in the 732 (notice 732, always with the article, i.e. therefore, the 730, 
the well-known np, well-known, of course, just because Yahwe was thought to 
dwell in it) upon Mount Horeb in the desert. Since this tradition is found in 
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a deity who must move or be transported from place to 
place would be thought to dwell. Such powers could scarcely 
be ascribed to a primitive deity thought to sojourn in a sacred 
tree or spring. Such deities are of necessity inseparably bound 
to one fixed spot, and at that spot they must remain forever 
localized until eventually their worship is outgrown and the 
memory of them disappears. But a deity thought to dwell in 
a sacred stone can well be conceived of as moving or being 
moved from place to place; and just such a deity was the god 
of the ark. 

Moreover, the dominant tradition of the second period 
of the history of the ark, as we have seen, was that it con- 
tained two sacred stones, sacred it is true, not because a deity 
was thought to dwell in them, but only because the divinely 
revealed Decalogue was thought to be inscribed upon them; 
but sacred none the less. It is true that this tradition might 
have developed entirely independently of the presence in the 
original ark of a sacred stone. But, as we have suggested, in 
all likelihood the tradition of the two tablets of the Decalogue 
in the ark is secondary, and in its original form the tradition 
told only of the scroll of the Book of the Covenant within 
the ark. It would have been far more natural for the tradition 
to have retained this, its original form, since writing upon a 
scroll was more simple and general than engraving upon stone 
tablets.147 In all likelihood therefore there was some good 


the Elohist Code, it is probably of northern, Israelite origin. On first thought, 
therefore, it would be natural to correlate this tradition with the Ephraimite 
tradition of the ark and its deity, and to assume that what was in the ark was 
either this ms itself or a piece thereof. This would not be at all impossible. But 
it is hardly probable, since to remove the m3» from the spot where it originally 
stood would have destroyed its life, and would no doubt have thereby terminated 
automatically whatever attributes of divinity this n30 was thought to have possessed. 

147 Even upon the famous relief upon the Hammurapi-stone, Shamash, 
the sun-god, seems to be handing to the king a copy of the laws inscribed 
upon a scroll. It is difficult to conceive of the object in the sun-god’s right 
hand, outstretched to the king, as aught else. This is all the more note- 
worthy since just in Babylonia writing upon scrolls was far less common than 
upon clay bricks, and since, furthermore, this law code of Hammurapi, at least 
in the copy that has come down to us, was inscribed not upon a scroll but 


upon a stone monument. 
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reason for the development of this secondary and less natural 
form of the tradition, viz. that of the two stone tablets. And 
the simplest and most probable reason, and in fact the only 
one that can possibly be conceived of, is that early fact or 
tradition did know of the presence of a sacred stone in the 
ark, and that a strong remembrance of this persisted into the 
second period of the history of the ark. Consequently even 
after the attempt had been made to supplant the old fact or 
tradition by the new tradition that the ark contained the scroll 
of the Book of the Covenant, this new tradition was in time 
accommodated to the original tradition and so modified as to 
tell now that the ark did actually contain a sacred stone, or 
rather two sacred stones, but sacred now, no longer because 
a deity was thought to dwell in them, but only because the 
Decalogue was inscribed upon them.148 In such case the 


148 In this connection it is perhaps of some significance that the form of 
this tradition apparently current in the Northern Kingdom, since it is recorded 
in E (Ex. 32. 16), ascribed a larger and more directly divine character to the 
tablets of the Decalogue than did the form of the tradition apparently current 
in the Southern Kingdom, since it is recorded in J (Ex. 34. 1ff.). E told that 
not only had the Deity revealed the Decalogue to Moses, but He had likewise 
prepared the tablets and inscribed the ten “ words” upon them with His own 
hands. On the other hand, J told that it was Moses who prepared the tablets, 
although at Yahwe’s command, and that he brought them with him up the 
mountain, and that Yahwe merely inscribed the Decalogue upon them. It is 
noteworthy too that D (Deut. 10. 1-4) follows J rather than E in this tradition. 
This is all the more significant, since ordinarily D follows E in preference to J. 
This seems to accord with the fact already noted, that the D writers held the 
ark and its contents in less esteem than did an earlier age and its writers. Per- 
haps for this reason they placed the stamp of their approval upon the J tradition, 
because it ascribed somewhat less of sanctity to the two tablets than did the E 
tradition. 

We have already seen that the oldest traditions, those of K and C, knew 
nothing of the divine character of their scrolls of the “ words,” but told simply 
and naturally that Moses wrote these “ words ” upon a scroll. 

In this connection, and for the sake of completeness, mention must be 
made of the hypothesis that the ark was naught other than the coffin of Joseph 
in which his bones or mummy were deposited. This hypothesis has been 
suggested more or less hesitatingly by Loisy, The Religion of Israel, 91; Volter, 
Agypten und die Bibel, 92f.; Hartmann, “ Zelt und Lade,” ZAW, XXXVII 
(1917-1918), 237. According to Biblical and rabbinic tradition the coffin of 
Joseph was carried by Israel upon the exodus and the journey through the 
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tradition of the two sacred stone tablets within the ark would 
point strongly to the conclusion that the original contents 
of the ark must have been a sacred stone.!4® But since, 
as we have seen, a deity was thought to dwell within the 
ark, such a sacred stone within the ark could have been only 
a betyl, a stone in which a deity was thought to dwell, and 
naught else. 

However, the question of what the ark actually con- 
tained is really, because of the insufficiency of the evidence 
and the uncertainty of the conclusions which may be drawn 
from them, of secondary importance. The outstanding and 
indubitable fact is that the ark was thought to contain 
something, and this something, whatever it was, was either 
conceived of as the deity himself, or as the object in which 
the deity was thought to reside permanently. Because of this 
the ark itself was very naturally identified with the deity 
thought to dwell in it, and was regarded therefore as an 
inherently sacred object, endowed with all the qualities of 
divine function and taboo. 

Moreover, the ark was intimately, and apparently, in- 
separably associated with Shiloh. There was the sanctuary in 
which the ark stood, and there it, or rather the deity associated 
with it, was ministered to by the Levitical priestly family of 
Eli. From this sanctuary at Shiloh the ark was brought down 
to battle against the Philistines at Eben Haezer. And inasmuch 
as Shiloh lay in the territory of Ephraim, and was, as I Sam. 1 
clearly indicates, the center of worship of the tribe of Ephraim, 


wilderness. It was believed too to possess miraculous powers, such as being able 
to move of its own accord and even to select the way which it wished to go 
(cf. Jewish Encyclopedia, VI, 251; Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, II, 181). 
But outside of these matters there are no significant points of contact between 
the ark and the coffin of Joseph. And as we have seen, such powers as these 
are commonly attributed in the Orient to the coffins] of saints. It is of course 
quite natural and probable that some of the details of this tradition were borrowed 
from the older tradition of the ark. 

149 Or perhaps two sacred stones. For an ingenious but hardly convincing 
explanation of the reason for two stones, cf. Torczyner, op. cit., 252f. On the 
other hand, Proksch (Das Nordhebraische Sagenbuch — Die Elohim-Quelle, 374) 
is inclined to believe that there were no stones at all in the ark. 
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to which all its members pilgrimed at least once a year to 
offer their sacrifices and fulfill their vows, it follows that the 
ark with its contents must have been primarily the cult object 
of Ephraim.1®° It must have played for this tribe precisely 
the same rdle which the stolen ephod of Micah played for the 
tribe of Dan,15! which the ephod which Gideon set up at 
Ophrah did for Manasseh,152 which apparently the ephod at 
Nob, which Ebiathar brought down with him to David, did 
for Benjamin,'®? and which presumably other similar objects 
did for the other northern tribes.15+ As the cult object of 
Ephraim it was the center of its tribal worship, and was the 
natural object to go into battle with its tribe and give them 
victory over their foes. As a tribal cult-object discharging these 
functions its close relationship to objects like the abu zhir 
al-markab of the present-day Ruwala is doubly apparent. 
In all likelihood, too, at the time of its capture by the 
Philistines, the ark had come to enjoy a considerable inter- 
tribal reputation, due to the position of influence and leader- 
ship among the northern tribes which Ephraim had acquired. 
Quite probably the sanctuary at Shiloh was frequented to a 
considerable extent by members of other kindred tribes be- 
longing to that federation of central and northern tribes, in 
which Ephraim held the dominant position. In the two battles 


150 So also Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels® 45f., note; 
Benzinger, op. cit.; Winckler, Geschichte Israels, 1, 72; note 2; Bertholet, Op. Cit., 
100; Proksch, op. cit. 

151 Jud. 17-18. 

152 Jud. 8. 26f, 

1530] Sains 21 9105123 06910: 

154 J have suggested elsewhere (“The Oldest Document of the 
Hexateuch,” HUCA, IV [1927], 125, note 119) that the brazen serpent in the 
Temple at Jerusalem may have been originally a similar cult-object of some 
tribe, though of just which one it can no longer be determined, and that it was 
brought up to Jerusalem by David for much the same reason that he brought up the 
ark thither (cf. above, note 78). As we have likewise seen (ibid., 119 ff.), the tribe of 
Judah, apparently alone of all the tribes, seems to have had no such cult-object or 
representation of a tribal deity whatsoever, but had instead originally its “tent 
of meeting,” whither Yahwe was thought to come from His abode upon the 
sacred mountain in the desert, and there meet with the people, represented by 
the oracular priest. 
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of Eben Haezer, it was not merely Ephraim, but all the tribes 
belonging to this federation, whose warriors were present, and 
it was because of this common defeat of all these tribes on 
this occasion that not merely the territory of Ephraim, but 
that of other tribes as well, and particularly that of Manasseh, 
the tribe adjacent to and most closely related to Ephraim, was 
overrun as far north as the Valley of Jezreel and Beth-Shean on 
the Jordan, and conquered by the Philistines. This federation, 
which was probably more a loose and tacit association of neigh- 
boring tribes, than a definite and systematic organization, had 
sprung up largely as the result of the common danger faced 
and the common victory gained by the Israelite tribes over 
their Canaanite enemies at the Battle of Taanach. Dan ap- 
parently had held itself aloof from this federation,1®® and had 
therefore later to fight its battle alone and unaided against the 
aggressive Philistines. It was badly defeated in this war and 
lost much of its man-power. Finally, reduced to a mere six 
hundred fighting men, it found itself unable to remain in its 
first place of settlement in Palestine and was compelled to seek 
a new home far to the north.15® Benjamin had undoubtedly 
been one of the tribes participating in the Battle of Taanach,157 
and therefore must have been originally a member of this 
federation. But it had apparently withdrawn therefrom as 
the result of civil strife, particularly with Ephraim,1®® and 
in consequence did not participate in the Battle of Eben 
Haezer. For this reason its strength remained unimpaired by 
the outcome of this battle and its territory unconquered by 
the Philistines. Therefore it was free and ready to take up 
the contest against the Philistines a half century later, when 
Samuel, the Ephraimite, succeeded in inspiring Saul the Ben- 
jamite with his own zeal for this cause. 

But the tribes participating in the Battle of Eben Haezer, 
Ephraim, Manasseh, and probably also, although perhaps not 
to quite the same extent, since their danger was not so im- 
mediate, Issachar, Zebulon and Naphtali, must have looked 
upon the ark as their common palladium, and have confidently 


155 Jud, 5. 17. 156 Jud. 17-18. 157 Jud. 5. 14. 158 Jud. 19-21. 
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expected that its presence in battle would ensure them victory 
over their hated foes. Accordingly, it would seem, they did 
not hesitate to stake everything upon this one battle, the 
second Battle of Eben Haezer, in which the ark was present. 
Their defeat was overwhelming. These tribes were conquered 
and their spirits crushed. Their territory now became the 
prey of the triumphant Philistines. The ark was captured; 
and even though it did succeed in delivering itself from the 
Philistines, and did likewise preserve its reputation as a power- 
ful deity and cult-object, never again did it return to its 
former abode in Shiloh. Eventually it found its way up to 
the national sanctuary at Jerusalem, where, as we have seen, 
it came gradually, naturally and inevitably to be conceived 
in a new light and as discharging a new function, altogether 
unrelated to those which it had originally been thought to 
discharge; and in time an altogether new tradition grew up 
about it. And perhaps, as we have suggested, one of the strong 
reasons for the lack of spirit and courage on the part of the 
northern tribes at the time of Saul’s rebellion against the 
Philistines, and their failure to rally to this leader’s support, 
as he had unquestionably expected, was just the absence of the 
ark, their old palladium and guarantee of victory, from their 
midst. Without it, they thought no doubt, victory was im- 
possible. So long as the ark was not with them, the Philistine 
yoke could not be thrown off; rebellion was hopeless. 


VI 
THe Deiry OF THE ARK 


One final question remains to be answered, viz. as to the 
deity of the ark. There is not the slightest evidence that 
this deity was ever aught other than Yahwe. The name of no 
other deity is mentioned in connection with the ark, nor is 
there the slightest indication of the relationship of any other 
deity to it. But it is important to realize that all our evidence 
bearing upon the ark comes from the period following upon 
the settlement of the tribes of Israel in Palestine, and after 
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an intertribal consciousness and sense of relationship had 
attained a considerable development. And with this, of course, 
went hand in hand the development of the concept of a deity 
who was more than tribal, who in fact enjoyed, as we have 
seen, a considerable intertribal regard and worship. With the 
single exception of the tradition of its leadership of Israel 
through the desert, our oldest evidence bearing upon the ark 
comes from near the close of the period of tribal settlement 
in Palestine, and antedates by but little more than a century 
the establishment of the nation by David. Therefore, even if 
Yahwe had not been the original deity of the ark, there had 
been ample time and opportunity for His worship to have 
spread among the northern tribes, and to have supplanted, in 
connection with the ark, the worship, and even the name, 
of the deity originally associated with it. An almost exact 
parallel would be found in the manner in which Allah has 
almost entirely supplanted the original Abu ed-Duhtr of 
the Ruwala ‘otfe; and the tradition was communicated to 
Musil that Allah sometimes takes his seat in this ‘otfe. 
Only the name, abi zhir has survived, and this apparently 
in a form changed somewhat from its original sound, and 
with a popular, new, artificial, etymological explanation of 
the name. 

It is, needless to say, not at all impossible that a similar 
process may have taken place with the ark; that originally, 
some deity other than Yahwe, of course the eponymous, an- 
cestral deity of the tribe of Ephraim, may have been associated 
with it, but that, by the comparatively advanced historical 
period from which our oldest evidence dates, his association 
and his worship and even his name had been so completely 
supplanted by those of Yahwe, the developing intertribal deity, 
that not even the slightest remininscence thereof survived, and 
in consequence we find in all our evidence only the name 
Yahwe associated with the ark. The fact that at this moment 
when the ark first appears upon the stage of history, a priestly 
family of unquestionably Levitical lineage,'®® and therefore 


159 Cf, Meyer, Die Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstimme, 451. 
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devoted champions of Yahwe, is ministering to it, might 
account to a large extent for the supplanting of such an 
original deity of the ark by Yahwe. 

But while such a hypothesis would be altogether natural 
and possible, and is undoubtedly even quite plausible, there 
is on the other hand not the slightest actual evidence in favor 
of it, or pointing to any conclusion other than that Yahwe 
was from the very beginning connected with the ark, was the 
deity thought to reside in it. This would mean, of course, that 
Yahwe was originally the tribal deity of Ephraim, just as, 
as we have seen,!®° He was originally the tribal deity of the 
Kenites, from whom His worship passed, by virtue of the 
covenant relation established between Him and them, to the 
southern tribes of Judah, Simon and Levi. But this does not 
mean at all that the original Yahwe of Ephraim was necessarily 
the same as the Yahwe of the Kenites. We have seen that the 
latter was strictly a local deity, intimately and inseparably 
associated with the mountain in the desert, called therefore 
in the Kenite document, “the mountain of Yahwe.” Not im- 
probably Yahwe was not altogether the proper name of one 
particular deity. It may well have been at this time the 
common designation for quite a considerable number of local, 
tribal or clan deities of this particular class, deities associated 
with various spots out in the desert, worshiped by different 
desert clans or tribes, and thought to bestow upon them 
satisfaction of the basic needs and blessings of nomad life. Such 
a class of desert, pastoral deities would, of course, differ 
radically and contrast significantly with the Canaanite, agri- 
cultural Be‘alim, when once they came into direct contact, 
after the tribes of Israel had begun to force their way into 
Palestine Perhaps in such an assumption of many local and 
tribal Yahwes we find the best and most natural explanation 
of the otherwise difficult problem of the parallel names of and 
traditions about the two sacred mountains in the desert, Sinai 
and Horeb, as well as the “ mountain of Yahwe” of K. Cer- 
tainly Sinai and Horeb were not originally merely two dif- 


1¢0 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV [1927], rorf. 
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ferent names for one and the same mountain. The conflicting 
Biblical traditions with regard to the location of the mountain 
of revelation, as well as the presence of these two names, and 
the scrupulousness with which they are kept apart by the J 
and E writers, establish this conclusion. Not impossibly either 
Sinai or Horeb may be identified with “the moutain of 
Yahwe” of K, although this is by no means certain. We have 
accordingly authentic Biblical traditions of at least two, and 
possibly three, different, sacred mountains in the desert upon 
which a Yahwe was originally thought to dwell. And this fact 
may well point to at least two or three original tribal Yahwes, 
each associated with a different mountain in the desert, undoub- 
tedly conceived of as his original abode. 

This entire argument is, it must be admitted, in the main 
hypothetical. And yet it has much in its favor. For, on the 
one hand, by whatever names the different tribes, which later, 
after their entrance into and settlement in Palestine, came to 
compose the federation, and ultimately the nation of Israel, 
called their respective tribal deities, it is certain that they 
conceived of all these deities in much the same manner and 
as discharging practically identical functions and bestowing 
upon their respective tribes much the same blessings of pro- 
tection and pastoral abundance and numerous progeny. For 
just this reason it was easy for the tribes coming forth from 
Egypt, and convinced through bitter experience of the impo- 
tence of their old tribal deities, to adopt the worship of a 
new deity, who differed from their former tribal deities only 
in individuality and in the place where he was thought to 
dwell, and but little, if at all, in character, function and 
manner of worship. For the same reason, too, the tribe of 
Dan, likewise convinced through severe misfortune and tribal 
calamity of the powerlessness of its former tribal deity, could 
renounce his worship and in his place take a new deity, un- 
doubtedly one of the same character and class as its former 
deity, but one presumably more powerful.'© 


161 Jud. 17-18. 
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For such a group or class of desert, pastoral deities there 
must have been some general name or title to designate the 
class. This title may well have been Yahwe; and these different 
Yahwes may have been distinguished from each other, just as 
were the Be‘alim of Palestine, either by subordinate proper 
names, or, more likely, by coupling the name Yahwe either 
with the particular spot in the desert where he was thought 
to have his fixed abode, or with the name of the clan or tribe 
who were his original worshipers.162 Thus we would have the 
Yahwe of Sinai, the Yahwe of Horeb,16? the Yahwe of 
Ephraim, &c. 

One additional consideration strengthens the probability 
of this hypothesis. If it be not correct, and there was instead 
only one original Yahwe and no more, then He could have 
been only the Yahwe of “the mountain of Yahwe” of the 
Kenite document, the Yahwe of the Kenites, whose worship 
passed from them to the group of tribes who came forth from 
Egypt and settled in southern Palestine, Judah, Simon and 


162 This last statement is to be understood only in the most general sense. 
For there is considerable evidence that the tribes of Israel, as we know them in 
historical times, were in large part a comparatively late development. When the 
Israelites entered Palestine beena marriage still flourished among them to a consider- 
able extent; and under the conditions of beena marriage, with relationship traced 
through the mother and in the direction of the mother’s brothers, the basic 
social unit was not the tribe but the clan, the mispaha. Largely as one of the 
first effects of contact with superior Canaanite culture, ba‘al marriage gradually 
supplanted beena marriage; and this fact was one of the chief contributing forces 
to the eventual development of the tribe as the basic social and political unit in 
Israel during the early sojourn in Palestine. This in turn brought about the 
reduction of the clan to a smaller compass and a position of less social and 
political importance, and the gradual fusion of various original clans, such as 
Machir, Abi-Ezer, Gilead and the like into new, larger and more powerful 
tribes, such as Manasseh and Gad. This question I shall discuss in detail else- 
where. But if the clan was the basic social unit in the pre-Canaanite days, then 
we should speak of clan gods rather than of tribal gods. 

163 The Yahwe of Horeb would, of course, have been likewise the Yahwe 
thought to reside in the m3» upon this mountain. This is a most typical and 
significant instance of the old, pre-Canaanite, desert, local Yahwes. For certainly 
this Yahwe of the 132 on Mount Horeb could not possibly have been identical 
with the Yahwe of the sacred mountain with the cave upon it of the K 
document. 
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Levi. And, in such case, only from them could the worship of 
Yahwe have passed to the northern tribes. But we shall see 
in time,’®* that this southern group of tribes were the very 
last to enter Palestine, and that their entrance preceded the 
Battle of Taanach by but a few years.16° And already in the 
Song of Deborah we find Yahwe the only Israelite deity 
mentioned, and mentioned in such manner that there is scarcely 
room for the assumption that this name was substituted later 
for the names of other Israelite clan or tribal deities which 
originally stood there. And it is clear from this ancient 
Israelite poem that already at this time among these northern 
tribes Yahwe enjoyed a considerable intertribal reputation. It 
is futile therefore to suppose that the worship of Yahwe was 
not original with these northern tribes, and that it must have 
passed to them from the southern tribes, largely through the 
mediation of the Levites, playing the réle of intertribal priests 
of Yahwe. It is true that the Levites did come at quite an 
early period, following very shortly upon their settlement in 
southern Palestine,1®*° to play this rdle of intertribal priests 
of Yahwe. Actually, however, this rdle was facilitated by 
the fact that Yahwe had evolved quite far as an intertribal 
deity already when the Levites appeared upon the scene, 
rather than the reverse, that Yahwe, originally the tribal deity 
of the Kenites alone, came to be regarded as an intertribal 
deity largely through the mediation and propaganda of these 
Levitical priests. 

Therefore, while it must be acknowledged that the evi- 
dence is altogether insufficient to warrant any absolute as- 
sertion, none the less the large preponderance of evidence points 
to the conclusion that Yahwe was worshiped originally by 


164 In the third of this series of papers, treating of the historical signi- 
ficance of the Kenite Document, to appear in a subsequent volume of this Annual. 

165 Cf, the presence of Heber the Kenite in the north at the time of the 
Battle of Taanach, and the rdle played by his wife, Yael, therein, Jud. 4. 11 ff.; 
5. 6, 24ff. 

166 According to Jud. 18. 30 it was the grandson of Moses who 
became first the family or clan priest of Micah, and then the tribal priest of 
Dan. In other words, already the third generation of Levites in Palestine had 
begun to play the rdle of priests of Yahwe among the different tribes. 
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northern tribes independently of the late influence of the 
southern tribes, and especially of the Levites; therefore, instead 
of there having been one original Yahwe, as is generally 
assumed by scholars, Yahwe was probably a generic or class 
name for a group of early, desert, pastoral deities, worshiped - 
by the various desert clans or tribes, the forerunners of the 
later tribes of Israel. In other words, there were originally, in 
all probability, numerous Yahwes, associated with different 
desert localities, and worshiped by different clans or tribes.1®7 
The worship of these various local, desert, tribal Yahwes was 
carried to Palestine by the migrating clans or tribes, was con- 
siderably modified there by contact with superior Canaanite 
civilization and Ba‘al worship, and gradually coalesced into 
the conception of an intertribal, and eventually of a national 
Yahwe. 

Accordingly, while positive, final evidence is lacking, and 
the possibility of a different process of evolution must be 
admitted, as has been said, the weight of evidence points to 
the conclusion that the original deity of the ark was a Yahwe, 
the Yahwe of Ephraim, or whatever the clan forerunners of 
Ephraim may have been. 

And whatever the contents of the ark may have been, a 
sacred stone in all likelihood, or something else, it probably 
came from that spot in the desert where this Yahwe had been 
thought to dwell originally. In this particular object this 
Yahwe was from the very first believed to reside. Probably in 
it he had been worshiped by the ancestors of Ephraim; and 
when they migrated from their original desert home and sought 
a new and permanent abode in Palestine, they carried the sacred 


167 This hypothesis would also account adequately for the manifest 
regard for Yahwe as a deity in northern Syria, as evidenced by the names of 
the king of Hamath, Ilubi'di=Jaubi'di, and the name of the king of Ja’udi, 
Azrijau. (Cf. Meyer, Die Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstamme, 247.) The ap- 
pearance of these names, in which Yahwe is manifestly an element, may be due 
either to direct Israelite influence, since the montments upon which they are 
inscribed date from the 8th century B.C., or they may be due to the settlement 
in northern Syria at an early date of Aramaean tribes, probably akin to Israel, 
who had likewise worshiped Yahwe, or a Yahwe, out in the desert, and had 
carried his worship with them into their new home, precisely as Israel did. 
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object with them in the ark. Not improbably already out in 
the desert they had carried this object about with them in the 
ark upon their seasonal migrations from one encampment and 
one place of pasturage to another, and had believed that it 
guided them upon these journeyings and brought them surely 
and safely to the place where they could find abundance of 
water and pasturage for their flocks. In all likelihood too 
they carried this sacred object in the ark with them into battle 
against their desert foes, and confidently believed that it 
ensured them victory and abundant booty. Probably to it and 
its irresistible power they attributed their triumph over their 
Canaanite predecessors in the land, and particularly such signi- 
ficant achievements as the capture of the fortified city of 
Bethel.16° Not impossibly even at the Battle of Taanach it 
was carried into battle by its tribesmen, and to its presence 
there the victory of the tribes of Israel over their powerful 
and feared Canaanite foes may have been attributed. In such 
case we can the more readily account for the leading réle 
which Ephraim played among the northern tribes during the 
greater part of the remainder of the tribal period and for the 
developing réle of intertribal deity which the Yahwe of the 
ark of Ephraim seemingly came to play during this period. 


168 Jud. 1. 22-26. In v. 22 the statement that when the Joseph- 
tribes went up to besiege Bethel Yahwe was with them, raises a question of 
interest and significance for this study. The statement here is not couched in 
the same manner as its parallel in vy. 19, nor has it here apparently the same 
general significance as there. There it accounts for the unfailing success of 
Judah’s efforts to conquer the southern portion of Palestine by the explanation 
that Yahwe was with them, i.e. that He prospered their various undertakings. 
In v. 22, however, the statement oxy mn seems to be somewhat more specific. 
The question suggests itself therefore, does this refer to the ark? When the 
Joseph-tribes went up against Bethel, did they take the ark with them, and did 
they accordingly attribute their capture of this fortified city to the presence of 
Yahwe, represented’ by the ark, in their midst? Knowing the rédle which the ark 
played in the Ephraimite practice of warfare, just this would have been the ex- 
pected procedure. And in such case this passage would indicate that the ark 
and its contents were brought by the Joseph-tribes with them into Canaan, and 
were therefore of desert, and not of Canaanite origin. This is, however, merely 
a suggestion; for it must be admitted that the exact implication of the words 
buy mn is too vague and uncertain to permit resting any absolute conclusion 
upon them. 
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And one additional bit of evidence tends to corroborate 
this general conclusion, furnished by Num. ro. 35 f. It requires 
but a moment’s thought to realize that these two verses have 
only an incidental and not at all original connection with 
v. 33 b.18° That verse speaks of the ark as the divine guide 
of Israel though the desert. These verses conceive of the ark 
as going into battle with the hosts of Israel and giving them 
victory over their enemy. It is true that, as we have seen, 
both of these tasks were regular functions of the ark during 
the first period of its history. But in this particular connection 
there is not the slightest reason for mentioning the latter 
function. Unquestionably vv. 35f. are not a part of the 
original Book of the Covenant, but were appended later, 
although undoubtedly still at a fairly early date, by some 
writer or editor who was familiar with them and knew per- 
fectly well of their bearing upon the ark. This is borne out 
by the connection with v. 33b provided by this editor in 
v. 35 a, seeking to make the words of vv. 35 b and 36 apply 
to the setting forth of the ark upon each successive day’s 
journey upon this march through the desert to the final goal 
of Israel’s migration, rather than to its going forth to and 
return from battle, as the actual content of the two verses 
implies. Manifestly the thought of v. 35a has no connection 
at all with that of vv. 35 b—36, and serves only to link 
these two verses with v. 33b, with which also they have no 
immediate nor original connection. 

But vv. 35 b—36 are in themselves unquestionably of 
considerable antiquity, in all likelihood older than the actual 
composition of the Book of the Covenant. It is of little 
moment for this study whether for the "3 of v. 35 we 


169 V. 34, is, of course, P, and a very late insertion. In this connection 
it is interesting to note that the Rabbis of old likewise had a strong feeling that 
Num. 10. 35-36 were not in their proper and logical place; consequently, with 
their customary dialectic methods, they tried to justify their location here. 
But R. Ashi, probably more venturesome than the majority of his colleagues, 
dared to suggest that these verses had stood originally in connection with 
Num. 1. 52 and 2. 1ff. and 34, and that the entire passage should have come 
at the end of Num. 2, but had been broken up and transposed in some un- 
known manner. 
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should read 43, with practically all modern scholars, and 
how we should interpret or emend the extremely difficult 
Saree pdx masa mm.17° The fact is clear that here too the 
deity of the ark goes by the name Yahwe, and that he is 
here more than the mere tribal deity of Ephraim, is instead 
an intertribal deity, the deity of Israel.171 These two verses, 
so plainly couched in poetic form, were undoubtedly the 
battle-cries of these tribes of Israel when going into battle 
with the ark of Yahwe in their midst, and when returning 
from battle after the victory had been gained.172 The first 


170 For an interesting and ingenious, although I can not but feel, a rather 
far-fetched and untenable interpretation of this passage, cf. Torczyner, op. cit., 223 ff. 

171 Jsrael here probably means primarily the closely related group of 
central tribes, the so-called Joseph-tribes, Ephraim, Manasseh and Benjamin, 
who apparently entered Palestine together under the leadership of Joshua, 
probably about 1350-1300 B.C., coming from the east and crossing the Jordan 
near Jericho. Whatever the origin of the name Israel may have been, it was 
probably applied originally to this particular group of clans or tribes, and may 
even have been borne by them out in the desert, before their entrance into 
Palestine. From them, due largely to the domination of these tribes, and 
especially Ephraim, from the time of the Battle of Taanach on, the name 
probably expanded to cover the entire group of northern tribes, bound 
together into a loose kind of federation growing out of the common victory 
gained over a common enemy at this important battle. It was probably to the 
original nucleus of the Joseph tribes, dwelling in central Palestine, that the name 
Israel upon the Merneptah inscription (circ. 1230 B.C.) referred (cf. Meyer, Die 
Tsraeliten und thre Nachbarstamme, 222ff.). 

172 For battle-cries of the modern Bedouin cf. Musil, Arabia Petraea, Il, 
386ff. These show some slight similarity to Num. 10. 35 b-36; cf. in particular 
the battle-cry of the Tijaha, edbaho, la jemlos, “Kill him, so that he will not 
escape! ” However, but few, if any, of these Bedouin battle-cries are addressed 
to a deity, as are Num. 10. 35 b-36. Many of them are semi-meaningless, while 
some are addressed to the enemy and others are calls to fellow-warriors. Such 
battle-cries are those of the Terabin, subjan ja terabin, birake' el-bejl, “ Be heroes, 
O Terabin, in the stabbing of the horses!”; of the Rawarne of es-Safije, subjan 
jé zordrne, “Be heroes, O Zorarne!,” and of the ‘Amarin, subjan ja nisamz, 
subjan ja habbin ar-rth; hejla ‘alejku biz-zafar, subjan ja bawardije, “ Be brave, 
O heroes, be brave, you who are swifter than the wind; forward, on to victory, 
be brave O you warriors!” These last are strikingly similar to the cry of the 
Philistines before going into the Battle of Eben Haezer, omwbp owas ym apinmn, 
“Be strong, and show yourselves men, O Philistines!” (I Sam. 4.9a. The 
remainder of the verse, and the turn given by it to this battle-cry, are in all 
likelihood not original.) 
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cry was undoubtedly sounded by the Israelite warriors when 
going into the Battle of Eben Haezer; because of the un- 
expected outcome of this battle they had no opportunity to 
sound the second cry upon this occasion. But if the ark was 
present at the Battle of Taanach, as there is every reason to 
suppose, they had then, as well as no doubt upon numerous 
other occasions, opportunity to sound both cries. Certainly 
these two cries must have had some history behind them. They 
could not have come into existence just at the time of, nor 
even shortly before the capture of the ark by the Philistines. 
But this consideration points positively to the conclusion that 
for a considerable time back, perhaps as far back as the Battle 
of Taanach, or quite probably even earlier than this, the ark 
must have been the intertribal palladium and Yahwe the inter- 
tribal deity at least of that small group of clans or tribes 
which constituted the original federation known by the name 
of Israel, viz. the Joseph-tribes, Ephraim, Manasseh (Machir, 
Abi-Ezer, &c.) and Benjamin. 


Vil 


SUMMARY OF THE History OF THE ARK 


Summing up all this evidence we must conclude that the 
ark contained a sacred object in which Yahwe, the tribal deity 
of Ephraim, was thought to dwell. This object, most probably 
a sacred stone, had probably stood originally in the desert, 
perhaps upon a mountain out there. The presence of this deity 
in this object made this spot sacred, the place of gathering 
and of simple religious worship by some one clan or tribe, or 
perhaps some small group of clans or tribes. When this clan 
or tribe or tribal group migrated from their original desert 
home, and sought a new and permanent abode in the country 
west of the Jordan, they carried with them, in its ark, in 
which perhaps it had already been housed during the desert 
period, this sacred object with the deity residing in it. They 
looked upon it as their faithful and unerring guide through 
the desert, particularly through stretches with which they were 
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but little familiar. They were accustomed also to carry it with 
them into battle, at least into decisive battles, and to attri- 
bute to its presence and assistance all victories gained in such 
battles. They likewise looked to it for oracular revelation and 
decision. 

Settled permanently in Palestine the ark was eventually 
deposited in Shiloh in the territory of the tribe of Ephraim, 
in a suitable sanctuary, and in time a Levitical family came 
to function as its priests. Located here this ark served not 
only as the particular cult-object and palladium of Ephraim, 
but also at quite an early period it came to enjoy a large inter- 
tribal reputation and authority, at least among those seemingly 
related tribes which constituted the federation of Israel. And 
not improbably it enjoyed a considerable measure of authority 
and veneration also among those more remotely related tribes, 
who had apparently entered Palestine at an even earlier period 
than did these tribes of Israel, but whose fortunes came to be 
intimately bound up with those of Israel by the common 
danger threatening all from the original Canaanite inhabitants 
of the land, and especially by the outcome of the decisive 
battle of Taanach. 

Captured by the Philistines in the Battle of Eben Haezer, 
the ark remained for a short time in their possession. But, 
concluding from a series of calamities which befell them during 
this period that the ark was, despite its capture by them, still 
a powerful and dangerous deity, they allowed it to depart 
from their possession and their land, after first submitting it 
to a decisive test to prove its divinity and its continued power. 
After an unfortunate experience at Beth Shemesh, the ark came 
to reside for a period of approximately a century at Kiryath 
Yearim. Why during this period its original worshipers 
apparently made no effort to reclaim it, particularly since it 
had proved its persistent divine nature and power both by its 
triumph over the Philistines and by the blessings which it un- 
doubtedly brought upon the household of Abinadab, in which 
it was deposited, and upon all the people of Kiryath Yearim, 
just as later it brought through its presence similar blessings 
upon the household of Obed-Edom, it is difficult to imagine. 
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Seemingly the process would not have been difficult, since 
Kiryath Yearim lay apparently in the territory of Benjamin, 
and the Benjamites under Saul had taken up the battle against 
the Philistines, and were endeavoring to enhearten their 
northern neighbors and win their support in this war for 
freedom. It might be expected that the restoration to them 
of their old palladium would have revived the spirits of these 
northern tribes and made them valuable allies for Saul. But 
in all likelihood the people of Kiryath Yearim, experiencing 
the benefit of the presence of this sacred object in their midst, 
were unwilling to part with it. And not impossibly too the 
northern tribes had during this eventful century advanced a 
bit culturally and outgrown somewhat their former conception 
of and reverence for the ark. And quite probably too their 
deep-rooted fear of the Philistines deterred them from bringing 
back the ark into their midst; for such an act would, of course, 
have been tantamount to a declaration of rebellion against the 
Philistines; and this they did not dare. 

At any rate the ark remained in Kiryath Yearim until 
brought up to Jerusalem by David. The probable reasons for 
this have already been discussed. It was undoubtedly removed 
by Solomon from David’s tent-sanctuary to his more magni- 
ficent Temple. That is the last definite information about the 
ark that the Bible furnishes. Thereafter the ark is an object 
only of unhistoric tradition and legend, with little foundation 
on actual fact. This serves to show clearly the development 
of theological thought in Israel, but in no wise furnishes 
authentic historic information about the ark itself. 

Undoubtedly the ark continued in the Temple down to 
the destruction by Nebuchadrezzar in 586 z.c., or perhaps only 
until the first deportation and plundering of the Temple in 
597 B.c. During this period, under the influence of developing 
national Yahwe religion and of advance in theological thought 
and concept of Yahwe, due to the teachings of the prophets, 
the ark came to be looked upon more or less askance as, 
according to old and not completely forgotten tradition, a con- 
crete representation of Yahwe; therefore, in accordance with 
the principles of the evolving theology, as an  idolatrous, 
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non-Yahwistic object, altogether out of accord with the true, 
prophetic concept and worship of Him. But it escaped the 
fate of destruction which would undoubtedly have eventually 
overtaken it, just as it overtook the brazen serpent, apparently 
an object of kindred character, and in all likelihood of kindred 
origin, by undergoing a process of reinterpretation and 
legitimization. It came gradually to be regarded as the recep- 
tacle of a sacred stone, or rather of two sacred stones; but 
sacred now, not because a deity was thought to reside in them, 
but only incidentally, because Israel’s national Yahwe had 
inscribed upon them the ten “words” which constituted the 
fundamental principles of His worship and the basis of His 
covenant with Israel. Looked upon in this light, the ark was 
suffered to remain in the Temple at Jerusalem. But apparently 
its original character was never entirely lost sight of by the 
prophetic party; and particularly during the last century or 
so of its sojourn in the Temple it seems to have experienced — 
a gradual diminution in esteem. During the early portion of 
the post-exilic period, even after the second Temple had been 
erected, the absence of the ark therefrom was not even de- 
plored, at least by the prophetic party. 

But with the ascendency of the Priestly party in the 
period following Ezra, and with the composition of the Grund- 
schrift and secondary portions of the Priestly Code, the ark 
came to enjoy a new regard and greatly increased in signi- 
ficance. It became intimately associated in Priestly tradition 
with the kebod Yahwe, the fiery form, ordinarily enveloped 
in the cloud, which Yahwe was thought to assume in His 
immediate contacts with Israel. In addition to maintaining 
the older tradition of the ark as the receptacle of the two 
tablets of the Decalogue, now known as the “tablets of testi- 
mony,” these Priestly theologians and writers now represented 
it also and primarily as the throne of Yahwe, upon which He 
was believed to dwell permanently but invisibly, in the holy 
of holies, in the midst of Israel. Only the high-priest, and he 
only once a year, and then only under the precaution of all 
manner of safe-guards and the observance of innumerable 
taboos, was permitted to enter into Yahwe’s presence before 


138 JULIAN MORGENSTERN [138] 


the ark in the holy of holies, and catch a fleeting glimpse of 
the Holy One upon His sacred throne, the ark. Tradition is 
silent as to the eventual fate of the ark when the Temple was 
finally destroyed by the Romans.1** Actually, however, both 
historic evidence and Rabbinic tradition seem to agree that 
there never was an ark in the second Temple, and that the 
picture of the Priestly Code is naught but the product of 
extensive theological speculation coupled with an antiquarian 
interest in the religious institutions of Israel’s past and a desire 
to reinterpret these to accord with the dominant theology of 
the late post-exilic period and so give them a legitimate place 
in Israel’s religion. 

Such seems to have been the full history of the ark in 
ancient Israel. 


Vill 
THe ARK IN THE BOOK OF THE COVENANT 


In the light of this history of the ark, as we have re- 
constructed it, the question naturally arises, why is the ark 
mentioned at all in the Book of the Covenant; what rdle does 
it play there, and what purpose does the mention of it serve? 
The question is difficult to answer with any certainty, since 
the reference to the ark in C is brief and obscure; yet it 1s 
a question of obvious importance, that must at least be con- 
sidered as fully as possible. 

On the basis of carefully considered internal evidence we 
have reached the conclusion that the nucleus of the Book of 
the Covenant, i.e. the small narrative setting plus the “ words,” 
was composed in the Northern Kingdom in 842 B.c., and con- 
stituted the basis of the religious reformation of Elisha, supported 
by Jehu and the Rechabites, under their leader Jonadab ben 
Rechab. This conclusion was reached as the result of first fixing 
the date of the Kenite Document as 899 B.c., its place of com- 
position as the Southern Kingdom, and its purpose to enforce 


173 According to apocryphal and rabbinical tradition the ark was one 
of the five sacred objects hidden away by God when the Temple was destroyed 
and destined to be restored when the Messiah should come and rebuild the 
Temple. (II Mac. 2. 4-6; Bammidbar rabba, XV, 7; Jewish Encyclopedia, Il, 105 f.) 
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the far-reaching religious reformation which in his fifteenth 
year King Asa, influenced by the prophetic party, which in 
turn had unmistakably a Kenite or Rechabite background, suc- 
ceeded in carrying out. This reformation was directed chiefly 
against the foreign religious and cultural influences which had 
crept into the life and religious practice of the people, and 
even into the cult of the Temple at Jerusalem, from the days 
of David and Solomon onward. It aimed to restore what its 
champions conceived to have been the true, simple worship 
of Yahwe, as it had been practiced by the ancestors of the 
southern tribes, and particularly as it had been, so they thought, 
revealed by Yahwe to Moses after the exodus from Egypt, 
and by Moses in turn communicated to Israel. According to 
their tradition, upon this occasion a covenant had been esta- 
blished between Yahwe and these Israelite tribes, through the 
mediation of Moses, whereby Israel obligated itself to worship 
Yahwe alone and in accordance with the fundamental prin- 
ciples of His worship, revealed by Yahwe to Moses in a set 
of “words,” and Yahwe on His part, obligated Himself to 
bring these tribes to and settle them in a good land, and be 
with them and prosper them ever thereafter. According to the 
historical record, this traditional covenant between Yahwe and 
Israel, made in the desert, was reaffirmed and properly 
solemnized at Jerusalem in the year 899 B.c., when the people 
gathered there for the celebration of the festival in the third 
month, the festival later known as Shabuoth. 

Now, as we have seen, the relationship of the “ words” 
of the Book of the Covenant to those of the Kenite Document 
is so obvious and so close that the conclusion can not be 
escaped that the former are dependent upon the latter. As 
the result of a minute comparison of the “ words” of K with 
those of C, and a determination of the relative cultural back- 
ground of the two sets of “ words,” we have likewise concluded 
that the “ words” of C, and with them, of course, the original 
Book of the Covenant, must have been composed in the 
Northern Kingdom, and, it follows, at a time somewhat later 
than the date of composition of K. It is clear, moreover, from 
the determination of the cultural background of C, that it 


— 
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must have been composed at a time when the Northern 
Kingdom had experienced a period of economic prosperity and 
cultural progress, when images of gold and silver were by no 
means unknown, nor even uncommon, in the ritual practice 
of the people, and elaborate altars of hewn stones were like- 
wise employed. Such a condition obtained only during the 
reigns of Ahab and his immediate successors, when Israel not 
only succeeded in winning for itself a sure and recognized 
place among the leading states of western Asia, but likewise 
enjoyed an extended term of comparative peace and quiet, 
which enabled its citizens to follow their economic pursuits 
with comparatively little disturbance and interruption, and to 
experience the resultant material prosperity. 

This national prosperity was strengthened and stimulated 
by Ahab’s marriage with Jezebel, the Phoenician princess. This 
was in strict accord with the established political principles 
of the time, and in full conformity with the policy which 
Solomon had followed earlier and seemingly upon a more 
extensive scale. Jezebel, an ardent devotee of her own an- 
cestral and national deity, brought with her to Israel and to 
Ahab’s court the worship of the Baal of Tyre and also a nu- 
merous retinue of personal attendants and religious ministrants. 
Phoenician influence now began to modify the cultural life of 
Israel more and more, and the worship of the Baal of Tyre to 
make steady and rapid headway. Images of this Baal were 
set up, presumably in various parts of the country, and cer- 
tainly in the sanctuaries at Samaria and Jezreel. And if the 
traditions of the Books of Kings are to be accepted, not con- 
tent with this, Jezebel attempted to make active and aggressive 
propaganda for the spread of the worship of the Baal of Tyre 
throughout Israel. In this she encountered the strong oppo- 
sition of the prophetic party under the leadership, tacit at least, 
of first Elijah and, after his death, Elisha. 

Elijah, a shepherd from east of the Jordan and a firm, un- 
compromising champion of the old, simple, nomadic or semi- 
nomadic worship of Yahwe, conceived of Yahwe, as we have 
seen,'74 as still dwelling out in the desert upon the mountain 


174 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 32 ff. 
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where, according to the Kenite tradition, Israel first came in 
contact and entered into covenant with Him after the exodus 
from Egypt.17° He opposed the plans of Jezebel unremittingly 
during his lifetime, but on the whole seemingly with com- 
paratively little practical success. His method was that of 
bitter, fearless, uncompromising denunciation of the powerful 
queen and her god. He acted independently and had but 
little immediate contact and direct cooperation with the pro- 
fessional prophets of his day, for his methods, as well as his 
prophetic call, were largely different than theirs. But his 
authority and superior rating as a prophet, called directly and 
personally by Yahwe, were apparently fully recognized by 
them. After his death his disciple Elisha seemingly continued 
his master’s methods for a time. Eventually, however, no 
doubt becoming convinced that no real and practical results 
were to be achieved by these methods and that the worship of 
Baal in Israel could never be uprooted in this way, Elisha 
resorted to different methods, the methods employed by the 


175 Jt is indeed a strange and significant fact that Elijah, apparently a native 
of Gilead, should conceive of Yahwe and His dwelling-place in quite the same 
manner as did the Kenites, dwelling in the extreme southern part of Judah. The 
suggestion has been advanced by some scholar, whose name and likewise the 
reference to whose work have escaped me, that Elijah may not have been 
a native of Gilead, but only a stranger and sojourner there. He bases his 
argument chiefly upon the statement of I Ki. 17.1 that Elijah was one of the 
“sojourners of Gilead ” (syd: »»wn»), and argues that this points to a non- 
Gileadite origin for Elijah. In such case, of course, it would be natural to 
regard Elijah’s original home as in the extreme south, in the vicinity of the 
Kenites. This would account completely for Elijah’s ardent championing of Yahwe, 
and for his believing, along with the Kenites and the prophetic party of the 
south, that Yahwe still dwelt upon “the mountain of Yahwe” in the desert. 
If the reading 1 *3¥7> of I Ki. 17.1 is original and correct, then this hypo- 
thesis is extremely plausible. But it is by no means unlikely that it is a ditto- 
graphy and misreading of an original *2¥97 (cf. the Commentaries of Kittel and 
Benzinger to the passage). In such case, of course, Elijah must be regarded as 
a native Gileadite. Then the question as to how Elijah came to hold this view 
of Yahwe in common with the Kenites would remain unanswered for lack of 
evidence. His native shepherd life and point of view would account for his 
conceiving of Yahwe in the old, traditional, semi-nomadic manner, but it 
would hardly account for his holding to the Kenite-Judahite belief that 
Yahwe still dwelt upon this particular mountain in the desert. 
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professional prophets in the Northern Kingdom upon two 
previous occasions, when the dynasties of Jerobeam I and 
Baasha were overthrown. Elisha made common cause with 
the professional prophets and employed one of them as his 
agent in anointing Jehu as king of Israel. In the revolution 
which followed the entire house of Ahab was murdered. Jehu 
became ruler of the Northern Kingdom. And, supported by 
Jonadab ben Rechab, he gathered under a pretext all the 
devotees of the Tyrian Baal, undoubtedly members of the court 
party, the followers of Jezebel, into the sanctuary at 
Samaria, and there butchered them in cold blood.17® This act 
had the unqualified approval, and probably even the 
cooperation, of Jonadab ben Rechab and no doubt of Elisha 
also. In this way the worship of the Baal of Tyre was uprooted 
from Israelite life and practice, and, at least on the surface, 
the old worship of Yahwe was restored. 

Externally this reformation bears a strong resemblance to 
that of Asa in 899 B.c., fifty-seven years earlier. In both cases 
a woman, the queen, and then, after her husband’s death, the 
queen-mother, is the leader of the court party, and the 
chief champion of the worship of foreign, non-Yahwistic 
deities, and foreign cultural influence. In both cases the 
Opposition is fostered by the prophetic party, unmistakably 
in contact with and under direct Kenite or Rechabite influence. 
And in both cases the reformation directs itself externally and 
concretely to the destruction of images regarded as non- 
Yahwistic and symbolic of foreign deities.177 In particular the 


176 JT Ki. 10. 15-29. 

177 Te is not at all improbable that the reformation of Elisha-Jehu- 
Jonadab ben Rechab was likewise sealed with a covenant ceremony, similar to 
that by which the reformation of Asa was sealed, according to II Chron. 15. 12 ff. 
It is true that II Ki. 10. 15-29 makes no mention of such a covenant; but it is 
difficult to avoid the impression that the narrative here is incomplete. Certainly 
the reformation itself, to be thoroughly effective, required not merely the 
butchery of the worshipers of the Tyrian Baal, but also the formal rejection 
of the worship of this deity and a declaration of loyalty to Yahwe by Israel; 
and this would, of course, imply a renewal or reaffirmation of the covenant 
between Yahwe and Israel. In all likelihood therefore, some such record stood 
in the original account of this important event. We can well understand, 
furthermore, why this record should have been suppressed and omitted from 
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Kenite influence manifest in K and the participation of Jonadab 
ben Rechab, member of a Kenite clan, in the reformation of 
Elisha, suggest a direct relationship between the reformation 
in the Southern Kingdom in 899 B.c. and this reformation 
in the Northern Kingdom fifty-seven years later. And this 
suggestion is strongly confirmed by the close and direct depen- 
dence of the “‘ words” of the Book of the Covenant upon those 
of K, which we have established. This evidence suffices to 
establish with utmost probability that the original Book of the 
Covenant constituted the basis of the reformation of Elisha- 
Jehu-Jonadab ben Rechab in 842 B.c., just as the Kenite code 
of “words” constituted the basis of the reformation of Asa 
in 899 B.c. It follows therefore with reasonable certainty that 
the date of composition of the “words” of the Book of the 
Covenant, together with their narrative setting, must have 
been 842 B.c. 
But then our question, how account for the mention of 
the ark in the Book of the Covenant? And this question 
becomes all the more pertinent and striking when we realize 
that at just this time, in 842 B.c., the ark was no longer in 
the possession of the northern tribes, nor present anywhere in 
the Northern Kingdom, but was deposited in the Temple at 
Jerusalem, and had in fact been there uninterruptedly ever 


this passage in II Ki. 10, and why all reference to this event is omitted entirely 
from Chron. It was, of course, because the later prophets and their followers, 
the prophetic party of a later day, disapproved most heartily of this wholesale 
murder of the worshipers of Baal by Jehu and denounced it as a crime incurring 
the wrath of Yahwe (cf. Hos. 1. 4; 2. 2). With such a prophetic judgment upon 
this act, later prophetic and priestly writers could not well record, nor even 
acknowledge, that the event was crowned by the solemnization of a covenant 
between Yahwe and Israel; hence their complete silence about this covenant 
ceremony. But if we admit that in all probability this reformation of Elisha- 
Jehu-Jonadab ben Rechab, with all its hideous details of betrayal, murder and 
butchery, was climaxed by a solemnization of the covenant between Yahwe and 
Israel, its parallelism with the reformation of Asa becomes complete in all 
essential features. And not only this, but its relation to the Book of the 
Covenant, with its record of the original solemnization of the covenant between 
Yahwe and Israel in the days of Moses, recorded in Ex. 24. 4-8, of which this 
last solemnization in 842 B.C. was, so it would naturally be interpreted, merely 
the renewal or reaffirmation, would become doubly clear. 
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since the erection of this Temple a century or more before 
this. And not merely that, but the ark had been gone from the 
possession of and presence among the northern tribes for 
approximately two hundred and fifty years, and the know- 
ledge and memory of it must have become extremely weak 
by 842 B.c. Its mention therefore in this northern document, 
and the reference to the early function as divine guide through 
the desert which, as we have seen, ancient tradition ascribed 
to it, are surprising indeed. There must have been some reason 
for such reference. 

In answer to this question only a conjecture can be 
offered, due, of course, to total lack of evidence; but a con- 
jecture so natural and fitting as to render it extremely plausible 
and illuminating. The reformation of 8428B.c. was directed 
primarily against the worship of the Tyrian Baal in Israel 
and the image-cult and foreign cultural influence associated 
with it. It sought to reaffirm and reestablish the old worship 
of Yahwe as the true, national god of Israel. The concept of 
Yahwe underlying this reformation was that which had been 
held and cherished out in the desert in the early, semi-nomadic 
days, the concept which had been zealously guarded and 
boldly championed by the Kenites and Rechabites and by 
Elijah, the shepherd prophet. It was a concept which had 
been touched and modified, particularly in the agricultural 
Northern Kingdom, by contact with Canaanitish Baals and the 
resultant syncretism; yet in it semi-nomadic, desert features 
still predominated; and it was upon these that the prophetic 
program laid the main emphasis. Stated generally and as a 
basic principle, this reformation aimed to root out foreign, Baal- 
worship from Israel, and to restore the old, native Yahwe- 
worship, rooted in semi-nomadic life and desert ideas and ideals. 

But how symbolize this old, native, desert Yahwe? We 
have seen178 that in the reformation of 899 B.c. in the 
Southern Kingdom Yahwe and His true worship were sym- 
bolized by the old “tent of meeting,” while the syncretistic 
worship, with its manifold foreign elements, against which 


178 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 119-127. 
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this reformation contended, was apparently symbolized by 
the mifleset of Maachah, the queen-mother, and probably also 
by similar images associated with this syncretistic worship, 
and perhaps even by the recently erected Temple at Jerusalem 
in which this worship was centralized. In the reformation of 
842 B.c. in the Northern Kingdom the symbol of the false, 
syncretistic worship, against which the reformation was 
directed, must have been, of course, the image or images of 
the Tyrian Baal which Jezebel had set up in the various 
sanctuaries. What fitting symbol of the old, native, desert 
Yahwe could there be, which would represent Him fittingly 
in the eyes of the people of the Northern Kingdom? Certainly 
it could not be the “tent of meeting,” for, on the one hand, 
as we have seen, this had been the cult-object only of the 
southern tribes, and differed radically in its original character 
from the various cult-objects of the northern tribes. And on 
the other hand, in the one respect of reintroducing the old 
“tent of meeting,” in opposition to the Temple at Jerusalem, 
the reformation of 899 B.c. had failed; and with this failure 
the old “tent of meeting” must have forfeited much of its 
pristine regard and have passed practically into semi-oblivion. 
Certainly it was no proper and effective symbol of the old 
Yahwe for the northern tribes. 

But what symbol more natural and fitting could there 
be than the ark? It had been the palladium of the northern 
tribes during the days of their greatest triumphs in the early 
period of settlement in Palestine. It had been the cult-object 
of Ephraim, and eventually too of the other tribes federated 
with Ephraim. According to firmly rooted tradition, it had 
led them upon their desert journeyings until they were per- 
manently settled in Palestine, and had gone with them into 
battle and given them victory over their enemies; it had 
established them securely in the land and prospered them in 
all their early undertakings. It was of desert origin and 
associated with the name and worship of Yahwe from those 
ancient days. Therefore, contrasted with the Tyrian Baal 
and his images, it was for the people of the Northern King- 
dom the true symbol of Yahwe. And a moment’s thought 
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shows clearly ‘that no other object whatsoever could have 
played this important rdle in this northern reformation, for 
no other ancient cult-object had enjoyed the same regard and 
authority among the northern tribes in the early tribal days.*”® 

Moreover, the very condition that the ark was no longer 
in the possession of the northern tribes, but was located in 
the Temple at Jerusalem, facilitated this process. For, on the 
one hand, as the result of the absence of the ark from their 
midst, and the fact that it had been gone for two hundred 
and fifty years, these northern tribes could have had only a 
more or less vague, traditional, but no real knowledge of the 
ark and its actual appearance and its full, original nature and 
function. Their conception of Yahwe as their national deity 
had certainly advanced materially during this momentous 
period, and they could no longer conceive of Him in quite 
the same primitive manner as did their tribal ancestors. To 
them there was probably hardly any question of Yahwe, no 
longer merely a tribal, but now a national deity, actually 
being in the ark, or of there being in it a sacred stone or some 
other similar object in which Yahwe was thought to dwell. 
By this time this belief must have been largely, if not entirely 
outgrown, and in the minds of the northern tribes, so far as 
they thought of the ark at all, which was probably very 
little, it must have come gradually to be regarded as the 
symbol of Yahwe rather than as Yahwe Himself, or as the 
container of Yahwe. And on the other hand, the very pre- 
sence of the ark in the Temple at Jerusalem must have given 
to it, even in the eyes of the people of the Northern Kingdom, 
a new sanctity and legitimacy as a symbol of Yahwe, their 
national god, which it would otherwise not have enjoyed. 
Even to the leaders of this prophetic movement this fact must 
have had a deep significance. Had the ark been still merely 


179 Thus, for example, the cult-object of the tribe of Dan was of 
Palestinian origin (Jud. 17-18), and apparently also the cult-object of Manasseh 
(Jud. 8. 24-27). Not improbably this was true also of the cult-objects of some 
of the other northern tribes. In fact the ark is the only ancient, northern, 
tribal cult-object of which we have any record, which goes back to a pre- 
Palestinian, desert origin and association with the worship of Yahwe there. 
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what it had been in the early, pre-Davidic days, they could 
hardly have sanctioned it, and referred to it in their program 
of reformation; for it would unquestionably have seemed to 
them too concrete a representation of Yahwe, differing but 
little, if at all, from the representation of Him by images, 
against which they protested so steadily. But the presence 
of the ark in the Temple at Jerusalem must have completed 
the process of gradual reinterpretation of it, from its original 
character as a Yahwe-cult-object to its new character as a 
Yahwe-symbol, and must have likewise given it, even for 
these prophetic champions, a certain positive legitimacy and 
sanctity, which it could otherwise not have acquired. 

And so very naturally they revived the memory of the 
old ark of Yahwe among the northern tribesmen and repre- 
sented it as the approved symbol of Yahwe, the true, national 
god of Israel and god of Israel’s fathers. Thereby they 
declared concretely to the citizens of the Northern Kingdom 
of their own day that this old Yahwe, whose origin was in 
the desert, was still their true god, and not the new, foreign 
deity whom Jezebel and her court party had sought to foist 
upon them. It was Yahwe who had prospered them through 
all these years and given them victory over their enemies and 
a proud and leading place among the states of Western Asia. 
And to Him alone their faith and their worship were due, 
even as they had covenanted with Him in the ancient, desert 
days. And this true god of theirs, Yahwe, was to be worshiped 
in accordance with the simple principles and by the simple 
rites, theoretically at least, and to a large extent factually 
also, of desert origin, set forth now in the “words” of the 
Book of the Covenant. This was their true worship and not 
the more elaborate worship of Baal in Baal sanctuaries, with 
their altars of hewn stones, probably with steps leading upon 
them, with images of gold and silver, with abundant and 
extensive sacrifices and festivals of a dominantly agricultural, 
solar character. The program of the reformation of 842 B.C. 
was decidedly reactionary, just as that of the reformation of 
899 B.c. had been. It sought to reintroduce the simple altar 
of earth in place of the altars of hewn stone, just as the 
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reformation of’ 899 B.c. had in all likelihood attempted to 
reintroduce the old “tent of meeting” in place of the new, 
elaborate Temple at Jerusalem. And just as that reformation 
had failed in this one reactionary purpose, so in all likelihood 
this reformation of 842 B.c. also failed in its effort to re- 
introduce the simple, earthen altar.18° The course of cultural 
progress can not be lightly turned backward. 

In this program of reformation the ark had its definite 
place and served a specific and valuable purpose. But it could 
not be as the old ark unmodified from its original, primitive 
character and functions. The presence of the ark in the 
Temple at Jerusalem required a fitting explanation that would 
legitimize it and give it a definite place in the program of 
this reformation. The old traditions of the sanctity and powers 
of the ark, no doubt rather vague and shadowy by this time, 
and not altogether free from illegitimate, idolatrous implica- 
tions, had to be put aside altogether, and a new interpretation 
of it presented, which would, on the one hand, accord fully 
with the conception of Yahwe held by these reformers, and, 
on the other hand, would further their cherished program as 
much as possible. Unquestionably it was under the force of 
these conditions that the new tradition developed that the ark 
was sacred, yes, and sacred because of what it contained; this 
much survived from the old tradition. But what it contained, 
so it now came to be told, was merely the record of the 
covenant between Yahwe and Israel, the scroll of the “ words” 
of the covenant, which Moses had written down at Yahwe’s 
bidding in the old, desert days. Thus, on the one hand, the 
ark came to have a traditional association with Moses, some- 
thing which it could hardly have had previous to this,181 and, 
on the other hand, it now became even more than the symbol 
of Yahwe Himself; it became the symbol and the constant 


180 Therefore no doubt the secondary, but certainly still quite early, 
provision of Ex. 20. 25, that if Israel insists upon building stone altars, they must 
at least not be of hewn stones. 

181 Unless perhaps through its Levitical priests, Eli and his sons, 
probably in some way akin to Moses. The name Pinchas, borne by Eli’s son and 
also by Moses’ great-nephew, the grandson of Aaron, according to Priestly 
tradition, and itself of Egyptian origin, may well support such a conclusion. 
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reminder to the people of His covenant with Israel; from this 
time on it was the mim=sspox, “the ark of the covenant 
of Yahwe.” Such must have been its official name henceforth. 
And this very name and its frequent repetition must have had 
a potent effect in redeeming the ark from all its earlier, 
traditional, idolatrous implications as a tribal cult-object and 
concrete representation of Yahwe, and giving it a definite, 
legitimate place in prophetic tradition and program and in 
the subsequent evolution of the religion of Israel. 

In this way and at this time, in all likelihood, the new, 
prophetic tradition about the ark and its sacred character 
arose and supplanted the older and historically more correct 
tradition. And later, and no doubt still somewhat under the 
influence of the old tradition of the probable presence of a 
sacred stone in the ark, the new tradition was further modified 
slightly, to tell that, not a scroll, containing the “words” of 
the covenant, was in the ark, but two sacred stones, sacred, 
however, not because of an inherent sanctity or indwelling of 
any deity in them, but because the “words” of the covenant 
were inscribed upon them, and, moreover, inscribed upon them 
by Yahwe Himself. And, as we have seen, according to the 
northern Elohist version of this tradition, not only the writing, 
but even the stones themselves, prepared for writing, were the 
actual work of Yahwe; their sanctity was therefore absolute. 
So the new tradition about the ark and its contents developed. 
Its subsequent history we have already learned. There can be 
little further question as to the place of the ark in the tradition 
of the Book of the Covenant and the réle which it played in 
the reformation of 842 B.c., of which the Book of the Coven- 
ant furnished the program. 

Unquestionably the narrative setting of the Book of the 
Covenant must have once been more extensive than we know 
it at present. In particular it must have told more about the 
ark and the depositing in it of the scroll of the “words” by 
Moses. All this, however, has, for one reason or another, been 
suppressed by later editors, and only the small fragment of 
the original narrative setting contained in Ex. 24. 4-8 and 
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Num. ro. 33, and in all likelihood a small nucleus in Ex. 33. 
5 b-6, have been preserved.18? Of this no more can be said at 


182 It would be natural to expect that the narrative portion of the Book 
of the Covenant would have told something about the carriers of the ark. 
We have seen above (p. 20) that this must have told or implied that on the 
desert journey the ark was carried along on the shoulders of men, whom it 
drove irresistibly in the direction in which it chose to go. Presumably these 
bearers of the ark were not ordinary persons; they must have been men who 
stood in some particularly intimate relation to the deity of the ark. Who could 
they have been? 

In answer to this question Deut. ro. 8 gives a significant hint. It tells that 
“at that time,” i.e. at’ the time when Moses made the ark at Yahwe’s com- 
mand, and deposited the two tablets of the Decalogue in it (With si17 ny in y. ro 
cf. the same expression in v. 1. Note also that vy. 6and 7 area Priestly gloss inserted 
into this context, and disturb the obviously original continuity between vv. 1-5 
and v. 8.) Yahwe singled out the tribe of Levi to carry the ark. In v. 11 the Deutero- 
nomic version of Yahwe’s command to Israel to set out upon its journey through 
the wildernes is found, following immediately upon the account of the making 
ofthe ark and of the appointment of the Levites to carry it. The implication is clear 
that the Levites were the bearers of the ark upon the journey through the wilderness. 

Obviously therefore the Deuteronomic authors of Deut. 10. 1-5, 8-11 
must have had before them a narrative which told of these three incidents in 
connected form. We have had reason to conclude that the original of the 
narrative of the making of the ark in vv. 1-5, is to be found in Ex. 33. sb-6, 
and that these verses stood originally in close juxtaposition to Ex. 34. 1-5 
(above pp. 29 ff.). But we find no narrative of the selection of the Levites 
following this passage. However, in Ex. 32. 26-29, i.e. a passage almost im- 
mediately preceding Ex. 33. 5b-6, we find an account of the selection by 
Yahwe of the Levites, in order to bestow a blessing upon them. This passage 
is embedded in the narrative of the Golden Calf, but it is recognized by all 
scholars as a very disturbing element in this narrative, having little apparent 
connection with and explanation from the Golden Calf story. Unquestionably 
it is not in its original position in the Biblical narrative. 

The passage is extremely difficult of explanation, due to its manifestly 
fragmentary character. It seems to imply that in Moses’ absence the people of 
Israel had sinned grievously against Yahwe, and that only the Levites had 
remained faithful to Him. It does not state here wherein the sin of Israel had 
lain, nor likewise in what respect the Levites had remained faithful. But from 
Deut. 33.9 it may be safely inferred that the sin of Israel was faithlessness to its 
covenant with Yahwe, whereas the Levites alone had kept the covenant. 
Therefore, Deut. 33. 10 goes on to say, the Levites have the high privilege of 
functioning as Yahwe’s priests. Ex. 32. 26-29 unquestionably carries the same 
implication, that Israel’s sin consisted in disregard of its covenant with Yahwe, 
but recently made. This motif fits perfectly into the C narrative, and makes it 
parallel the K narrative in one additional and significant detail. 
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present. It remains for us to consider now in detail the laws 
of the present Book of the Covenant, and particularly those laws 
which, seemingly, supplement the original “ words.” The “words ” 
themselves we have already considered in sufficient detail, and 
little more can or need be added to what has been said.183 


In the light of these considerations we may venture to infer that 
Ex. 32. 26-29 originally followed 33. s5b-6, and that the Deuteronomic authors 
of Deut. 10. 1-5, 8-11 found them there, still in their original position, and 
not yet dislocated to their present place in Ex. 32. In their original position they 
must have gone on to tell that the blessing which Yahwe bestowed upon these 
Levites as the reward for their faithfulness to Him and His covenant was the 
high privilege of carrying the ark, and of standing before Him, of ministering 
unto Him, and of uttering blessings in His name, as Deut. 10. 8 puts it, or of 
communicating His judgments and oracles to Israel and of bringing His chief 
sacrifices upon His altar, as Deut. 33. 10 has it. Just these functions were dis- 
charged by the Levitical priests of the ark of Yahwe at Shiloh, Eli and his 
household. Undoubtedly this is then the family tradition of the house of Eli, 
accounting for their selection by Yahwe to be His priests and the bearers of 
His ark, whether upon the journey through the wilderness or into battle with 
the Philistines or other enemies. 

We may therefore conclude that Ex. 32. 26-29 was likewise originally 
a part of the Book of the Covenant and followed in the C narrative almost 
immediately after Ex. 33. s5b-6. 

The meaning of the passage is, however, still obscure; nor does it seem 
possible to throw much further light upon it. It is not clear wherein the 
faithlessness of the people of Israel and their disregard for the newly-made 
covenant lay. Certainly it had nothing at all to do with the Golden Calf 
episode, for, as we have seen (“The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch,” 
HUCA, IV [1927], 109 ff.), that narrative, in its original form, belonged entirely 
to the Kenite Document. Perhaps it may be inferred from Deut. 33. 8, that it 
had to do with a testing of the people in some way by Yahwe, at the place 
called therefore Massah, in order to prove their faithfulness; and only the 
Levites withstood the test. But wherein the test consisted and what was the 
consequent nature of Israel’s faithlessness neither Ex. 32. 26-29 nor Deut. 33. 8 
nor any of the later Biblical traditions about Massah and Meribah (Ex. 17. 1-7; 
Num. 20. 7-13) give the slightest hint. Manifestly it resulted in a violation in 
some way of the newly-made covenant, as the result of which Yahwe punished 
the offenders at the hands of the faithful Levites, and then commanded the 
people to leave His sacred mountain and set out upon their journey toward 
their ams (Num. ro. 33), the land which Yahwe had promised to give them as 
a part of His |. covenant-obligation to them. On this journey through the 
wilderness they were led by the ark carried by the Levites. All this must have once 
constituted the concluding portion of the narrative of the Book of the Covenant. 

183 “The Oldest Document, &c.,” HUCA, IV (1927), 54-98. 
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Pee was probably born during the Captivity in Babylon, 
and came to Jerusalem in one of the smaller groups of 
returning exiles that followed the first expedition in 537 B.C. 
The suggestion of Ewald, André, and Cornill, based on 2, 3, 
that Haggai had seen the former Temple before its destruction 
in 586 B.C. requires too advanced an age for the poet at the time 
of his appearance in 520 B.c. There is no evidence that Haggai 
was a venerable old man in 520 B.c. as Cornill (Der israelitische 
Prophetismus, Lect. 5) says. On the other hand, Havet’s statement 
(La Modernité des Prophétes, p. 166) that there was no one left at 
that time who could have seen the Solomonic Temple, is an 
exaggeration. Itis hardly necessary to add that Havet’s assignment 
of Haggai’s poems to the reign of Herod the Great (37—4 B.C.) 
is impossible (see op. cit., pp. 164. 2043 cf. Lagarde, Mittezl. 4, 365). 

Daiches (OLZ } 11, 277) has found a Babylonian equivalent 
of the name (cf. first of Critical Notes below). There is more 


* The translation and restoration of the Hebrew text which follow are 
based on the interpretation of the Book of Haggai given in the Old Testament 
Seminary of the Johns Hopkins University under the direction of the late 
Professor Paul Haupt. Grateful acknowledgment is here made of the writer’s 
indebtedness to him. 

+ For the abbreviations and diacritical marks see JBL 29, 112; JSOR 1, 3; 
AJSL 26, 19. 204 and inside front covers in SBOT. Note also: 


André = Le Prophéte Aggée, Paris, 1895. 

Bohme = Zz Maleachi und Haggai, in ZAT, 1887. 

BuL = Bauer and Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebraischen Sprache, 
Halle, 1918. 

CoE = Cornill, Einleitung in die kanon. Biicher des AT, 1913. 

DB = Hasting’s Dictionary of the Bible. 

EB11 = Encyclopaedia Britannica (eleventh edition). 


EdjJ E. Meyer, Entstehung des Judentums, Halle, 1896. 


154 PAUL F. BLOOMHARDT (2] 


reason to regard him as a layman who was deeply interested in 
the political conditions of his time, especially the restoration of 
the political independence of his people, than as a priest (so Reuss 
and André) who was concerned only with rebuilding the Temple. 
The allusions inIV, A to the flesh of sacrificial victims and defile- 
ment by contact with a dead body could, of course, be made by 
any layman (cf. the conclusion of Haupt’s paper, Was Amos a 
Sheepman? in JBL 35, 287). 

In his article Ancient Babylonian Parallels to the Prophecies of 
Haggai (AJSL 35, 128) Bewer has called attention to the first 
column of Cyl. A of Gudea (c. 2500) where this ancient priest- 
king of Laga$ is told by the god Ningirsu in a dream, which is 
interpreted to him by his divine mother Nina, to rebuild the 
temple of Ningirsu, which had been ruined by a flood; see 
Witzel’s translation in part 1 of his Keilinschriftliche Studien 
(Leipzig, 1918), p. 98. But careful interpretation of the texts gives 
the impression that parallels between the Gudean inscription and 
the poems of Haggai are not striking. Haggai, e.g., expected 
a period of prosperity and political independence with restoration 
of the Davidic dynasty, rather than the beginning of the Messianic 
age with the completion of the Temple in which Jhvh would 
make his home (AJSL 35, 129°). 


Ehrlich = Ezekiel und die kleinen Propheten (Randglossen z. hebr. Bibel), 
Leipzig, 1912. 

G29 = Gesenius-Bergstrasser, Hebraische Grammatik (29th edition), 
Leipzig, 1918. 

GA = E. Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums, vol. 3, Stuttgart, 1912. 

lJG5 = Wellhausen, Israelitische und jiidische Geschichte (5th edition). 

JB = Jewish Bible, 1917. 

Joel = Haupt, Joel’s Poem on the Locusts, in ZENIA (1911), 381-399. 

Klosterman = Geschichte des Volkes Israel. 

KS = Keilinschriftliche Studien, Leipzig, 1918. 

LSAT = Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler im AT, Berlin, 1920. 

Michaelis, J.D. = Deutsche Ubersetzung des AT, Gottingen, 1782. 

Mitchell = Haggai and Zechariah, in ICC, New York, 1912. 

Riessler = Die kleinen Propheten, Rottenburg, 1911. 

Rothstein = DieGenealogie des Kénigs Jojachin und seiner Nachkommen, 1902. 

VB = Jeremias and Winckler, Vorderasiatische Bibliothek, Leipzig, 1907. 

VG = Brockelmann, Grundriff der vergleich. Grammatik der semit. 


Sprachen, 2 vols., Berlin, 1908-1913. 


(3] THE POEMS OF HAGGAI 155 


In the seventeen years that had elapsed between the libera- 
tion of the Jews by Cyrus (538 B.c.) and the date of Haggai’s 
appearance (520 B.C.) a succession of bad harvests and poor 
crops, the levies of passing Persian armies (cf. Wright, Zech. 186) 
as well as heavy taxes within the community during the re- 
construction period, and the usual difficulties incident to the 
re-establishment of the homes and industries of the returned 
Jews, had greatly impoverished and discouraged them. It was 
natural, therefore, that the reconstruction of the ruined Temple 
had not progressed. 

The death of Cambyses in 522 B.c. was followed by many 
insurrections throughout the great Persian empire, and there 
arose a number of aspirants for the Persian throne. Among these 
was Darius Hystaspis, who succeeded after three years in establish- 
ing himself and quelling all opposition. The dates of the leading 
events of this period are as follows: On March 11, 522 B.c. 
began the uprising of Pseudo-Smerdis in Persia. The last date of 
Cambyses before his death is the 16th of the following month. 
The assassination of Pseudo-Smerdis and the occupation of the 
throne by Darius Hystaspis occurred on Sept. 29 of the same year. 
Darius won his way into Babylon on Dec. 21. During the spring 
and summer of 521 a number of rebellions in the provinces were 
put down. Sept. 21, 521 is the first date of Nabd-kudurri-ucur’s 
revolt in Babylon. The second revolt was not quelled until 519 
(HAV 281; GA 3, 194; JBL 33, 1613 32, 107). 

The watchful Haggai in Jerusalem believed that he could 
see in this universal political confusion, before the final success of 
Darius was assured, the overthrow of the Persian supremacy. 
With this expected downfall he saw an opportunity to restore 
the political independence of Jhvh’s people under the leadership 
of the Davidic scion Zerubbabel. For the success of Zerubbabel’s 
political plans he considered the reconstruction of the Temple 
necessary (JBL 32, 109; 33, 161; 37, 209. 230; AJP 40, 67; 
Mon. 29, 294). 

In spite of the consensus of critical opinion that the book is 
prose throughout, it can be shown that Haggai’s genuine words 
exhibit a distinct meter. Sievers (Alttestamentliche Miscellen 6-10 


[BSGW 59], pp. 63-75 [1907]) reconstructs the text after a 
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metrical scheme’ in which the introductory narrative passages are 
also included. On the other hand, he thinks that there is no 
strophic arrangement in Haggai’s poems. In Augusti-de Wette’s 
AT (1810) 1, 4-113 2, 3-9. 14-19. 21-23 were arranged in 
lines, and in Bunsens’ Bibelwerk (1860): 1, 2-11; 2, 3-9. II-I9. 
21-23. There is no metrical arrangement in RV, JB (except 1, 6), 
Geo. A. Smith’s Twelve Prophets (1898), Kautzsch’s AT 3 (1910), 
Duhm’s Zwélf Propheten (1910), Orelli’s Kleine Proph.3 (1908), 
or Kittel’s Bibl. Hebr.2 (1913). In Baentsch’s posthumous translation 
of Haggai in Die Schriften des AT by Gressmann, Gunkel, &c., 
part 19 (Gottingen, 1912), p. 76, only the first three lines of II 
(2, 21°. 22) are regarded as metrical. Similarly in Hitzig’s Prophet. 
Biicher (1854) 2, 22 was arranged in five hemistichs. Budde, 
Geschichte der althebr. Literatur (1906), p. 169, gives a translation 
of x, 2-11 in hemistichs, but it is not metrical. Mitchell’s re- 
construction of some lines (on p. 38 of his commentary) is not 
satisfactory. 

The book contains four poems. The one in c. 1 consists of 
five triplets with 2 plus 2 beats in each line. The poem at the 
end of c. 2 is a single quatrain with 3 plus 3 beats. The poem in 
2, 1-9 is composed of two quatrains and two triplets, all with 
2 plus 2 beats. Of the two poems in 2, 10-19, which were 
probably delivered on the same day, the first has three couplets 
with 2 plus 2 beats, while the second consists of four couplets 
with 3 plus 3 beats. The gloss in 1, 5. 6 also contains a quatrain 
with 2 plus 2 beats. For the combination in the same poem of 
stanzas with 2 plus 2 beats and stanzas with 3 plus 3 beats see 
AISLE 20, «1635 tne 25: Cok. 506: Cani, 525 lege Baio relate 
Haupt (JBL 32, 107; 33, 161) has advanced the theory that 
Zechariah 8, 9-17 and 7, 1-3 plus 8, 18. 19* plus 7, 4—6 plus 
8, 19° contain two poems of Haggai. 

The narrative passages (1, 1. 12. 14; 1, 15 and 2, 20; 
2, I. 2. 10. 11) have been added by another hand. Because of 
their resemblance to Zech. 1, 1.7; 7, 1-3; 8, 18; Ezr. 1, 1 and 
Neh. 1, 1; 2, 1 they may be ascribed to the Chronicler (350 B.c.) 
to whom the compilation of Ezra and Nehemiah is usually 
assigned; cf. JBL 40, 119. It is probable that he merely enlarged 
upon dates that were attached to each poem not long after its 
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utterance and were thereafter associated with it. Budde (Althebr. 
Lit. 169) thinks that Haggai’s poems were edited by a disciple, 
who also provided the historical introductions, dates, &c., just as 
Jeremiah’s poems were written down by Baruch. 


ED 


4 


ii =7 “Consider now,} 


9° 


ill 9 


Iv 10 
II 


13 


TRANSLATION 


li 


LET NOT THE TEMPLE LIE IN RUINS! 
(Aug. 28, 520 B.C.) 
“Thus said Jhvh,® 


(The time is} not come! 
‘Is it time for yourselves 


These people say, 
to build Jhvh’s house. 


to dwell under® cover?® 


how ye have fared: 2 


Ye looked for much, 
What ye brought home, 


Why is that so? 
On account of my house,® 
While ye are running 


Therefore {} the heavens 
I called a drought {'} 
And on the grain, 


and lo! it is little; 3 
I blew upon it <.>4 


says Jhvh Sabaoth. 
which lies in ruins,® 
for your own houses.7 


withheld theirs dew.8* 
on “land and *mounts,? 


and the new wine." 


and <cut down» timber,!! 
Then Pll show my glory.!2” 
says Jhvh <Sabaoth>.? 


Go up to the mountain, !° 
And build the house! 
§113 am with you, 








(6) 3045 


(3) 2 
Gy." 3 
(5) 4 


In the second year of King Darius,!4 in the sixth month, on the first 
day of the month,!5 came Jhvh’s word through‘® the prophet 17 
Haggai to Zerubbabel 18** as follows 

Sabaoth, as follows 

Jhvh’s word came through the prophet Haggai as follows 19 

your houses (€) while this house is in ruins 2° 
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(t) 1, 5 and now thus said Jhvh Sabaoth: 2! 
Consider now how ye have fared: 
6 Ye have sown much, and brought in little; 
Ye ate, but not [enough};°? ye had clothing, but were not warm; 
And cye>° earned wages into a bag full of holes.?2 
(n) 7 thus said Jhvh Sabaoth (3) 10 and the earth withheld its produce 


() against you (x) 11 the (4) on the 
(p) and on the oil and on «all> that the ground brings forth, on men 
and beasts, and on all handiwork 28 (v) 8 said Jhvh 


(S) 13  Jhvh’s messenger, Haggai, said<**> to the people as follows 
(0) 12 Zerubbabel? and all the remnant? of the people hearkened to the 
voice of their God, Jhvh,’? and the people reverenced?> Jhvh. 
14 Jhvh stirred up the spirit of Zerubbabel** and all the remnant of the 
people, so that they went to work26 on the house of their God, 
Jhvh Sabaoth 








(nx) 1, 1  ben-Shealtiel,27 the governor of Judah, and to the high-priest Joshua? ben-Jehozadak 


(op) 6 ye drank, but had not enough (cs) the wage-earner (tt) 13 ina message of Jhvh29 
(ov) 12 ben-Shealtiel, «the governor of Judah>, and the high-priest Joshua ben-Jehozadak 
_ (99) that is, Cto> the words of the prophet Haggai, which were in accordance with what 


their God, Jhvh, had caused him to deliver «to them»30 
(xx) 14 ben-Shealtiel, the governor of Judah, and the high-priest Joshua ben-Jehozadak 


II 


ZERUBBABEL IS MY CHOSEN ONE 
(Sept. 20, 520 B.C.)! 


2, 21 “I am shaking *heaven and ®earth,? 
22 I shall upset the great kingdom’s throne,3 
I shall destroy «all> the strength of ‘the heathen, 
I shall cwreck> their chariots and riders, 
(Subdued: will be horsemen and <footmen>, 
each <falling> by the sword of his brother;4 
23 ‘But I’ll take thee, my servant, Zerubbabel,”* 
and place thee as a ring> con my right hand>.! 





(a) 1, 1532, 20 On the twenty-fourth day of the month**7 ccame>> Jhvh’s 
word to8 Haggail#- as follows 





(8) 21 Say to the governor of Judah, Zerubbabel, as follows? 

(y) the (accus.) (8) the (accus.) (e) 22 the great kingdom of 
(0) 23 at that time, says Jhvh Sabaoth (n) ben-Shealtiel 
(3) says Jhvh (\) for thee have I chosen,19 says Jhvh Sabaoth 
Se tr ee ee 
(xx) 1, 15 in the sixth (month) in the second year of King Darius 


(AA) 2, 20 a second time!1 (2) on the twenty-fourth of the month 


al s[7] 


im 12, 3 
it 4 
5 

Bi 6 
vi 

iv 8 
(a) 2,1 


me 


(B) 4 
(5) 
(2) 5 
@) 6 
(+) 
(x) 7 
(v's 
(7) 9 
(0) 
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Il 


BE NOT DISMAYED! 


(Octa17,0520.8.6,) ! 





“Who is left among you that saw (with his eyes) 
This house (of God) in its former glory?2 
What do ye see now (in its place)? 
Is not its appearance like naught in your eyes?3 
Now take thou courage, O Zerubbabel! 
And {} all ye people! says Jhvh <Sabaoth>. 
{Take courage} and work! for I am with you;?«®> 
My spirit abides among you, fear not!5 
© After a little Pll shake once more 6 
"Heaven and *earth and ‘sea and *dryland.7 
Pll <destroy> *thenations and 8treasure<s»9 will come in.* 
Mine is the silver 10 and mine is the gold.” 
Yea, great will be the Temple’s °glory.. 
And in this place Pll give !! prosperity. 
In the seventh month, on the twenty-first day of the month,!2 


Jhvh’s word came through the prophet Haggai? ¢#to Zerubbabel» 
and to <all> the remnant of the people as follows 

says Jhvh (y) Take courage, O high-priest Joshua ben-Jehozadak! 
says Jhvh Sabaoth 


the word which I pledged to you when ye came forth from Egypt !3 
for thus said Jhvh Sabaoth (n) the (accus.) (5) the (accus.) 
the (accus.) («) the (accus.) (A) 7 all 
from all the nations, and I shall fill this Temple with glory, said 
Jhvh Sabaoth 

says Jhvh Sabaoth (§) 9 this (0) future 
above the former, said Jhvh Sabaoth (p) says Jhvh Sabaoth 


<that is, peace of mind and preservation for every one who lays the 
foundations for re-erecting this Temple» 14 


(tt) 2,1.2 as follows: Say 


(vv) 


ben-Shealtiel, the governor of Judah, and to the high-priest Joshua ben-Jehozadak 
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IV 


A LITTLE RELIGION IS NOT SUFFICIENT 
(Dec. 18, 520 B.C.) 4 


A i2,12¢«If« a man should carry holy flesh? in ®his garment, 
And touch with the skirt some? bread, or *pottage, 


il Or wine, or oil, or any kind of food, 
Would thatbecome holy ?3 They twilli say, No. 


iii 13 %Butif ye touchacorpse,t and then any of these, 
Would they be unclean?® The priests® twill say, Yes.7 


B iv 14*So8 it is with these people? before me, 
declares Jhvh <Sabaoth>. 
And so it is with their handiwork: !° 
what they offer there is unclean! 


v 1s Consider now (the time) !! 
from this day going backward,!2 
Ere stone was joined to stone }8 
in the Temple,* <how did ye fare then?» 


vi 16 Ye would come to a heap 4 of twenty 
and <lo!> there were but ten; 
When ye came’ to draw fifty (measures) 
<from> a vat,!5 there were but twenty." 


vii 18% The time from the day 16 when was founded 
cthe> Temple,* now consider! 
19 Is the seed-grain yet !7 in the pit? !8 
are the grape-vines°!9 tyet) unbearing ?* 20 





(a) 2, 10 On the twenty-fourth day of the ninth?! monthee Jhvh’s word 
11 came to” the prophet Haggai as follows: Thus said Jhvh Sabaoth, 

Ask the priests 23 for instruction 24 as follows 
(8) 12 the skirt of (y) the (5) the (e) the 
(G) the priests [willl] answer (n) 13 and Haggai said 
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(3) 2,14 and Haggai began and said (1) So it is with this nation and 

(is) 15 of Jhvh (A) 16 to the winepress 

(p) 14. 17 <3and they were grieved because of their labor*> .25 I have smitten 
you with blight, and with mildew, and with hail,»» yet cye do 
not come? to me, says Jhvh 26 











(v) 18 Consider now from this day going backward (§) of Jhvh 
(0) 19 _ and the figs and the pomegranates and the olive trees 

(x) from this day I will bless27 

(pp) 2, 10 in the second year of Darius 

(es) 14 «because of their acceptance of bribes> 28 

(tt) <and their hatred of a pleader in court»-29 (vo) 17 all your handiwork 
(o0) 18 from the twenty-fourth day in the ninth month 30 


ESXeP Te AUNVAVIEO Res INFOSIRE S 


I 


(1) Lit. set your heart on your ways; AV consider your ways. 
This phrase, however, does not mean, Consider what you are to 
do in the future, but what you have experienced in the past. 
St. Jerome (cited by Orelli) says: Considerate et in memoriam 
redigite quae feceritis et quae passt sitis. 

(2) The command in v. 8 interrupts the argument in vv. 7. 9 
and belongs after v. 11 (Sievers). 7 

(3) Hardship, misfortune, and crop-failure had resulted in- 
stead of the fulfillment of the large expectations which the Jews 
had brought with them from Babylon as portrayed in Pss. 122. 126 
(AJSL 11, 80. 134). To the people, existing prospects seemed no 
better than those of previous years. 

(4) I blew upon it does not mean I blew it away (so AV™, 
also J. D. Michaelis, and Orelli; Luther, zh zerstaube es) or I pooh- 
poobed it, I despised it, it is insignificant like wind-driven chaff, 
but I blasted it. The poet’s intention was not to show Jhvh’s 
contempt for their poor harvests but to emphasize the fact that 
these were due to His anger. Blast denotes not only blowing, 
but also blight, curse. Grotius comments, Ita perire fect sicut perit 
emissus halitus. In the story of Aladdin the slave of the lamp 
breathes upon the vizier’s son so that he becomes paralyzed. In 
ath-Tha labi’s (died a.p. 1038) Stories of the Prophets (AJSL 14, 150, 
1. 3) Job’s leprosy is said to have been caused by Satan blowing 
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into his nostrils a blast which turned his body white. Marti quotes 
the Arabian superstition mentioned by Bauer: It is in the highest 
degree disagreable to Moslems if any one whistles over a threshing 
floor heaped with grain. Then comes the devil, they say, in the 
night and takes part of the harvest. 

(5) The people contended that the Temple could not be 
rebuilt because of the hard times. Haggai asserts that the hard 
times are due to Jhvh’s displeasure because the Temple was 
allowed to lie in ruins. The poet implies that prosperity will 
come as soon as indifference to the Temple’s condition ceases. 

(6) Cf. 2K 25, 9. 13; 2 Chr. 36, 19. Soon after the Return, 
the altar of burnt-offering was erected, if it was not already 
standing when the Jews arrived; but apart from this, little work 
had been done on the heaps of stone and charred timbers that 
marked the Temple site (see n. 26). 

(7) The Hebrew verb, which means to run, to hasten, and in 
Assyrian, to succor, corresponds to our colloquial to hustle: ye are 
active and energetic in the interest of your own houses, but not 
for my house. Grotius: vestras res tantum agitis. Deum non curatis, 
nec ille vos curat. 

(8) During the Palestinian dry season (May to September) 
nightly sea-breezes, heavily laden with moisture, precipitate it as 
thick mist on the summer crops of millet, sesame, figs, melons, 
grapes, olives, &c. In the summers preceding August 28, 520B.c. 
these west winds had been irregular and interspersed with hot 
sirocco winds from the east, destructive to crops. 

(9) The drought was universal. It affected lowlands and 
highlands, and touched such different growths as grain and 
grapes. Even the wooded hills, nature’s reservoirs, were dry 
(cf. Am. 1, 2). 

(10) For timber it was not necessary to go to distant 
Lebanon, famous for cedars, nor even as far as Carmel which 
was also thickly wooded; neighboring hillsides afforded all the 
timber that the limited means and strength of the little com- 
munity could utilize. In Haggai’s time there must have been 
woodland in the vicinity. Cf. Neh. 2, 8; 8, 15. Mountain here 
practically means forest. Caesar (Bell. Gall. 6, 25) uses Hercynia 
silva for the forest-covered mountain system of Germany from 
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the Black Forest to the Carpathians (cf. JBL 36, 249). Cf. also 
Goethe’s Fiillest wieder Busch und Tal (for Berg und Tal). 
Heb. Sadé, field, is Assyr. Sad#, mountain; Heb. hor, thicket, 
is Assyr. hursu, mountain; Heb. dobr, steppe, is Eth. dabr, 
mountain. Haggai meant, Go out to the wooded hills! Contrast 
Morgenstern’s the Temple mount in his paper On Leviticus 10, 3 
in the Haupt Anniversary Volume (Baltimore and Leipzig, 1926), 


(x1) Building stone could be found in the Temple ruins and 
the devastated city; cf. 2, 15; Ezr. 6, 4. Timber was needed for 
the framework and roof. 

(12) Lit. then Pll take pleasure in it and glorify myself. 
Grotius: placebit mihi in ea domo ostendere majestatem meam. 
As long as Jhvh had no Temple in Jerusalem, He could not dwell 
among his people and manifest his glory. 

(13) V. 13 interrupts the narrative section that follows the 
poem, and many regard it as a gloss. Sievers inserts a modified 
form of v. 13* between vv. 8 and 12 and rejects v. 13>. V. 13, 
however, contains a sentiment corresponding to v. 8° and may 
be the missing line of the triplet and a fitting conclusion to the 
first poem (cf. ZAT 26, 13, 1. 4). 

(14) Darius Hystaspis, 521-485 B.c. The passage 2, 3 would 
be meaningless at a later date, and the political situation described 
in 2, 6. 7.21. 22 corresponds to that which existed when Darius 
Hystaspis ascended the Persian throne. Riessler’s view that Darius 
represents Cambyses, and that Zerubbabel was identical with 
Nehemiah and the first Persian governor of Judea, is impossible 
(cl IBL 132.0 3076 NAis( IRL MET). 

(15) Aug. 28, 520B.c. Cf. HAV 290; GA 3, 195; JBL 33, 161. 
The Babylonian year of twelve lunar months consisted of 35 4 days. 
The first year of Darius, 521 B.c., contained a thirteenth or leap- 
year month of thirty days. Strassmaier (Camb. 400) has shown 
that the dark of the moon which was observed on Dizu 14th 
in the seventh year of the reign of Cambyses, occurred July 16/17, 
523 B.C. If the 1137 days from Dizu 14, 523 to Elul (sixth month) 
1, 520 be added to the Julian date of July 16/17, 523 for the 
former, the date of Haggai’s first poem must be Aug. 28/29, 
520 B.C. The first of Elul was a holiday (Is. 66, 23; Am. 8, 5) 
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and the poem was delivered before such a group of people as 
would assemble about a speaker on a day of this kind. 

(16) Lit. by the hand of (cf. 2, 1). The divine message was 
communicated to the people through this channel. In 2, 10. 20 
the communication is to the prophet only, presupposing that it 
was to be passed on to others. 

(17) Haggai was a patriotic poet like Amos, Hosea, and 
Micah. Heb. nabi means not foreteller but caused to speak, inspired 
(TOCR 1, 271). CD (s.v. poetry) cites Bailey’s line in the proem 
to Festus: Poetry is in itself a thing of God; He made His prophets 

oets. 

4 (x8) Zerubbabel, as Albright suggests, may bea late erroneous 
vocalization, based upon a popular etymology of the name. 
Originally it was Zérbabél, Babylonian Zér-Babili, meaning 
Offspring of Babylon, and a common formation in Babylonian 
(JBL 40, 108). Vocalizations based on popular etymology are 
very common, and have been collected by Bohl in an important 
paper on Wortspiele im Alten Testament, JPOS 6, 196-212, and 
in his brochure Volksetymologie en Woordspeling in de Genesis- 
verhalen. Zertb-babel is a monstrosity, quite without parallel 
(Contrast Haupt, JBL 32, 108). 

Zerubbabel was the Davidic scion on whom the Jewish 
hopes for the restoration of their political independence centered; 
he was the grandson of the last legitimate king of Judah, Jehoiachin 
(x Chr. 3, 17; 2 K 24, 8) who was eighteen years old when he 
was carried captive to Babylon, and fifty-five when released by 
Evil-Merodach (2 K 25, 27). At that time he may have been 
allowed to establish a harem, so that he had seven sons. At his 
death his eldest son, Shealtiel, it may be supposed, was recognized 
as head of the Jews. It is possible that neither Shealtiel nor the 
second son, Malchiram, had sons and that the Zerubbabel who 
was heir to the throne was born to the third son, Pedaiah 
(x Chr. 3, 19). Albright’s conjecture (JBL 40, 108) that both 
Shealtiel and Pedaiah were fathers of sons bearing the name 
Zerubbabel, more easily solves the apparent discrepancy indicated 
inn. 27 below. The great joy that would arise among the exiles 
when an heir to the throne was born about 538 B.c. is pictured 
in Is. 9, 6 (JBL 32, 108; 35, 283; OLZ 12, 67; AJP 40, 67: 
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Mon. 29, 299). The babe Zerubbabel was taken with those who 
returned to Jerusalem in 538 B.c. under the permission of Cyrus. 
The boy was probably under the protection of his uncle Shesh- 
bazzar whom E. Meyer (EdJ 75; see also Ezra-Nehemiah, SBOT, 
58, 14) and Albright (JBL 40, ro8f.) identify with Shenazzar, 
the fourth son of Jehoiachin. Albright proposes Sin-ab-usur, a 
common neo-Babylonian name (cf. Meyer’s Sin-bal-usur and con- 
trast Torrey’s view, AJSL 37, 93, n. 1) as the common original 
for both Shenazzar and Sheshbazzar. Shenazzar may have died 
as Zerubbabel was approaching manhood in 521 B.c., and perhaps 
one of the first official acts of Darius was the appointment of the 
eighteen year old Zerubbabel to succeed his uncle as governor 
of Judah. 

(19) V. 3 is a useless repetition of part of v. 1, and interrupts 
the argument in vv. 2. 4. 

(20) V. 4° arose from v.9>. 

(21) VV. 5? and 7? are monotonous repetitions of v. 2°. 
VV. 5°. 6 are amplifications of vv. 7+. 9°. 

(22) André interprets the Hebrew term as a little perforated 
stone which indicated that its wearer was a serf, but it refers to 
a leaky purse. Grotius compares the sieves of the Danaides. 
Because of the high prices, money had lost its value, and even 
the well-paid laborer could buy no more than before. The con- 
ditions of 520 B.C. were paralleled by those that followed shortly 
after the World War. Necessities cost so much that, no matter 
how often purses are filled, their contents quickly disappear. 

(23) V. r1> is a detailed prosaic account of the drought’s 
effects, and may represent an accretion of glosses. 

(24) The remnant does not refer to those left in the land 
after the deportation in 586, nor to their descendants, but to the 
few who had survived the Captivity, and had returned to Judah, 
and had not succumbed to the ensuing hardships. 

(25) Not fear (AV) of punishment by Jhvh, but reverential 
awe manifested in obedience and respect. 

(26) Neither Haggai nor Zechariah know of any previous 
work on the Temple. Ezr.5, 16 is unsupported by evidence 
or probability, and Ezr. 3, 8-10 is much confused. Holscher 
(Die Propheten, 334) suggests, on the basis of Jer. 41, 5, that even 
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the altar of burnt-offering had been erected during the period of 
the Captivity by Jhvh-worshipers who were left behind. Débris 
may have been removed; the foundations would not have been 
destroyed, and may have needed only repairs before the super- 
structure could be begun. 

(27) Shealtiel is named as Zerubbabel’s father in Matt. 1, 12; 
Luke 3, 27; Ezr. 3, 8; 5, 2; Neh. 12, 1 and throughout Haggai; 
but in 1 Chr. 3, 19 Zerubbabel is named as the son of Pedaiah. 
See note 18 above. 

(28) Joshua was the grandson of Seraiah (1 Chr. 6, 14; 
5, 40) who was slain at Riblah in 586, and son of Jehozadak 
who went into the Captivity. Joshua may have been the first 
high-priest, the theocratic head of the congregation only after 
the removal of Zerubbabel in 519. The introductory lines are 
later than 519. Joshua may represent a subsequent addition. 
Haggai addressed his poem to Zerubbabel, not to Zerubbabel 
and Joshua’ (JBL! 32, °113,:1973°37; 210; JSOR®2; 78); ¥ Fhevstate= 
ment and to the high-priest Joshua ben-Jehozadak must be regarded 
as an unhistorical tertiary addition. S. E. Cook (EB! 1, 4?) says, 
Several difficulties in the present Biblical text appear to have 
arisen from the attempt of later tradition to find a place for 
Aaron in certain incidents. 

(29) This gloss may have been inserted in order to prevent 
the misunderstanding that Haggai was an Angel of Jhvh (so 
Ehrlich). Heb. mal’ak and Gr. &yyehog mean both messenger 
and angel. The addition does not imply that Haggai and Malachi 
are the same person (so Cheyne, Crit. Bibl. 179). 

(30) V. 12° was probably added to avoid the impression 
that the people had actually heard the voice of Jhvh (cf. ZDMG 63, 
$1351. 133 Deuti4 12; Johns; 37): 


Il 
(1) Both André and Bohme felt that the text of the 
second chapter had been disturbed. Haupt (JBL 32, 113; 
37, 2113 JSOR 2, 76) suggests that the poem at the end of the 
book (2, 20-23) originally followed the first poem; 1, 15 must 
be combined with 2, 20 to provide the date of this utterance. 
VV. 21-23 breathe a spirit of revolution against the Persian 
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supremacy, and express the hope that in the midst of the over- 
throw of the Persian power, the Davidic scion Zerubbabel will 
restore the political independence of Jhvh’s people. Because of 
its revolutionary character it was probably suppressed after the 
power of Darius had been established; see above, p. 155. Ata later 
date, probably after the fall of the Persian empire, the poem was 
appended at the end, since it exhibits the same meter as the 
preceding lines in vv. 14-16. 18. 19, and also because it formed 
a more pleasing conclusion to the book, just as Ezra-Nehemiah 
originally followed Chronicles, which later were given the con- 
cluding place in the canon in order to end it with the hopeful 
outlook of 2 Chr. 36, 23 (cf. Grimm’s Exphemistic Liturgical 
Appendices, p. 1). 

The rebuilding of the Temple was advocated by Haggai for 
political purposes. The desire for national independence was 
strong. Hopes for it were encouraged by the world situation at 
the death of Cambyses and the grapple for the Persian throne 
by Darius and others. The result in Judah was a political rebellion, 
with Zerubbabel, the governor of Judah by favor of the Persians, 
at its head. Haggai visualizing the world turmoil, lends his 
support to Zerubbabel. Less than a month after his first address 
he speaks again to prophesy the success of the rebellion and the 
exaltation of Jhvh’s Chosen, Zerubbabel. According to Haupt, 
Ps. 21 (to which Ps. 24, 7—10 should be appended) glorifies the 
coronation of Zerubbabel. Also Pss. 20, 110, 132; 1 S 2, 1-10; 
Is.59364«. 65081 0I—63+Mice 55, 1633) Luke:1,-68-79 refer to this 
Davidie.scion. (JBL. 343;.167 3.375: 223=.2313;,JSOR:2, 81; AJP 40, 
69. 72.74; ZDMG §8, 621; Mic. 10; Mon. 29, 296, 301, 305). 

(2) V. 21 does not refer to a seismic disturbance, but is a 
poetical figure for the overthrow of the great powers of the earth 
which in 520 B.c. were the Persian government and its gods 
(cf. note 7 on III and JBL 37, 282‘). These were apparently tot- 
tering to a fall in the confusion that followed the death of 
Cambyses (cf. JBL 32, 108). 

(3) Lit. throne of kingdoms, an intensive plural referring to 
the dominion of the world-wide Persian empire. 

(4) Jewish hopes need not be limited by the puny strength 
of their little community. Jhvh’s power, believed to be operating 
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at the very mément in causing the confusion and dissension 
within the great Persian empire, was expected by Haggai to bring 
about its utter destruction (cf. Jud.7, 22; Ezek. 38,21; Zech. 14,13; 
2 Chr. 20, 23). Jhvh’s hand was at work, and ultimately would 
set up Jerusalem as His dwelling place, the center of world 
control (JBL 32, 109-112. 115. 120). 

(5) Zerubbabel was to signify to all the world all the 
authority and favor which a signet ring of Jhvh’s hand would 
carry (cf. Gen. 41, 423 Est. 3, 10; 8, 2). Sellin, Der alttestament- 
liche Prophetismus (1912), p. 179, n. 1, says that the Cherub is 
called in Ezek. 28, 12 a signet; but this passage is very uncertain; 
see Ezekiel (SBOT) 85. 39. 42; Kautzsch’s AT 3 1, 899, note a. 
Ezek. 28, 12®—16 seems to be an illustrative mythological quota- 
tion; cf. Is. 14, 12. Sellin’s explanation of the obscure phrase in 
Ezek. 28, 12, rendered in JB: thou seal most accurate, is just as 
questionable as his interpretation (op. cit., p. 178) of the epithet 
in Is. 9, 6, translated in RVM: Father of Eternity (cf. AJP 40, 72; 
Mon. 29, 302). For signet as a symbol of something precious and 
dear cf. Jer. 22, 24; Cant. 8, 6; see Haupt, BL 109; Grapow, 
Vergleiche im Ag yptischen (1920), p. 19. For Cant. 8, 6 also com- 
pare the lines in Tennyson’s poem The Miller’s Daughter; She is 
grown so dear, that I would be the jewel that trembles in her 
Caper enn and I would be the girdle about her dainty waist ...... 
and I would be the necklace ...... upon her balmy bosom. 

(6) All the Versions count 1, 15? as the first verse of c. 2, 
and in the Received Text there is a lesser pericopic division 
between vv. 14 and 15. Rothstein and Klosterman believe that 
a passage has fallen out of the text after v. 15. The date in 1, 15 
is one which the utterance in 2, 21-23 would suit admirably; 
the same day of the month is referred to in 2, 20; and the poem 
in 2, 20-23 is the only one of the four in the book whose 
attached date lacks mention of the month. What appears as 
a useless appendage after 1, 14 serves well before 2, 20-23. 

(7) Twenty-three days after the date in x, 1 (see n. 15 on J), 
1.€. Sept. 20, §20B.C. 

(8) Seen. 16 on I. 

(9) André correctly assigns v. 21? to the final redactor who 
conformed the verse to 1, 1 and 2, 2 on the basis of the address 
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to Zerubbabel in 2, 23. Note the omission of Joshua here; 
see note 28 on I. 

(10) Zerubbabel, chosen for the throne of David. 

(11) This addition was probably made by a late glossator 
who believed the twenty-fourth referred to the ninth month in 
2, 10. 18. Cf. the translation of Josh. 5, 2 in the Polychrome 
Bible and Zech. 4, 12 (JBL 32, 121, «) as well as Est. 22, 14; 
IJG5 276, n. 5. 

I 

(x) After seven weeks of work on the Temple the people 
grew discouraged at the slow progress of its reconstruction. 
The enthusiasm which marked the beginning of their labors 
(1, 14) waned, as they became aware of the limited resources of the 
little community, the restrictive effect of withdrawing workers 
from productive occupations, and the contrast between the glory 
of the former Temple and the one which their hands were erecting. 
Nor had there yet appeared a fulfillment of the prediction of Zerub- 
babel’s exaltation which had been made four weeks before. Haggai 
saw the necessity of re-establishing the morale of the workers. 

(2) The Temple had been destroyed sixty-six years before 
by Nebuchadnezzar (2 K 25, 9. 13). A very few men, seventy- 
five or eighty years old, could have remained to tell from per- 
sonal remembrance, of the glory of those bygone days. That 
their reminiscences would be idealized, and that they would be 
pessimistic with regard to the times at hand, would be more or 
less characteristic of their old age. The effect on the public mind 
of such disparaging remarks was detrimental to the purpose of 
completing the work. 

(3) This comment was doubtless quite familiar to the ears 
of the people, and was mentioned by the poet, not for emphasis 
of its truth, but as an introduction which would catch the public 
attention, and from which he could proceed to combat the dis- 
couragement which it caused. 

(4) Do not spend time in vain and disquieting comparisons! 
Take courage and work! 

(5) There is no reason for discouragement. Jhvh, abiding 
among them would beyond a doubt supply all that they might 
fail to accomplish. Cf. Is. 9, 7 (Mon. 29, 302; AJP 40, 72). 
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(6) The prediction in 2, 21-23 had not been fulfilled. 
Doubts concerning it had arisen. So Haggai says: Have faith 
only a little while longer; Jhvh has shattered the powers of the 
world before, and he will do it again after a little while. The 
Hebrew phrase at the beginning of this triplet means lit. yet once 
a little it or once more a little it is, i.e., the Persian empire was 
shaken by rebellions in various provinces at the beginning of the 
reign of Darius. These insurrections have been crushed. But soon 
the empire will be shaken again by new uprisings, and this will 
enable you to regain your political independence (JBL 32, 108). 
J. D. Michaelis’ (1782) rendering (once more, but only for a short time) 
is incorrect; he referred this prediction to Alexander the Great’s 
overthrow of the Persian empire in 331. The same misinter- 
pretation was given by Déderlein in his edition of Grotius’ 
Annotationes (1776). 

(7) V. 6 does not refer to a physical catastrophe, but to the 
religious and political upheaval that was taking place over the 
world, and to battles on land and sea (see n. 2 on II). The hemistich 
and sea and dry land is not a prosaic gloss, as Mitchell thinks. 

(8) The same Hand that was destroying the nations will 
cause these events to bring about the enrichment of Jerusalem, 
His chosen dwelling place. Rich spoil will flow into the city, when 
Zerubbabel becomes victorious with Jhvh’s aid. The Maccabees 
provide a parallel 350 years later; cf. Ps. 68, 14. 31 (AJSL 23, 229, 
n. 21 and 236, n. 48). 

(9) The Received Text has the singular, which the Vulgate 
and Luther explain as referring to the Messiah. The Versions 
have the plural, and in the Received Text (in which the word, 
though singular, is accompanied by a plural verb) it can be 
pointed as a plural without the change of a single consonant. 
It refers, as the following verse indicates, to the riches that will be 
gotten from the heathen who are to be subdued by Jhvh’s power. 

(10) This statement is not declarative of Jhvh’s ownership 
of valuable metals in use or unmined, but is anticipatory of the 
riches that were to flow into the city when Jhvh’s plans for 
Zerubbabel were fulfilled. 

(11) The Temple’s humble beginnings will finally be clothed 
with glory, and the people’s poverty will be replaced with pros- 
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perity. In Is. 9, 6 Zerubbabel is called the Prince of Weal, 
i.e. prosperity (Mon. 29, 302; AJP 40, 69). 

(12) Oct. 17, 520 B.c., the seventh day of the Feast of 
Tabernacles (Ezek. 45, 25; Lev. 23, 34) of which no mention is 
made here. Its celebration may have been much less elaborate 
in 520 B.c. than usual because of the poor harvests and other 
troubles. 

(13) V. 5? is lacking in all the Versions but the Vulgate, and 
is rejected by nearly all critics. The glossator was probably think- 
ing of a passage like Ex. 3,12, and meant to say: Remember the 
promise which I gave you when you came out of Egypt. Cf. also 
ferry 2233-Bx. 29,506: 

(14) Peace of mind, i.e. security; preservation, i.e. safety; 
if they start to lay the foundations of the new Temple, they will 
not be disturbed and endangered. This gloss to the final word 
of the second poem is lea og in the Greek. We need not sup- 
pose that it is based on Ezr. g, 9°. 


IV 


(1) Work on the Temple again lagged, and shrugging 
shoulders reappeared, when Haggai’s extravagant promises of 
October failed to materialize within the following two months; 
so he renewed his efforts to inspire the people with enthusiasm. 
A new kind of appeal was necessary. This time his approach was 
on the basis of the religious significance of the new Temple. 

(2) That is, the meat of a sacrificial victim. 

(3) Does holiness spread easily? Does it pass from one 
object through another to a third? Any one in the crowd 
familiar with the common ideas of ceremonial contagion knew 
that the only reply was, No. 

(4) Cf. Num. 19, 11-22 (P). Aversion among Orientals to 
a dead body and the ceremonial defilement of all that touches it 
is well known. 

(5) Does pollution spread easily? Will it spread through an 
intermediate object or person to a third? 

(6) A layman might have hesitated to put aside a valuable 
skin-bottle of wine that had accidentally been touched by one 
who had been near a corpse, but every one knew that in such 
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a case the verdict of the priests would be, Unclean. A layman 
may be inclined to disregard the rules of quarantine for con- 
tagion, but every one knows that any physician will insist on 
them where a contagious disease exists. As no one needs actually 
to inquire for the physician’s opinion on such a matter, so 
Haggai’s hearers did not actually consult the priests. 

(7) The implication in these two questions may be illustrated 
by the fact that a single disease germ may affect an entire com- 
munity, but a great amount of disinfectant is required to eradicate 
an epidemic that has once spread. 

(8) The pause that followed vv. 12. 13 made their argu- 
mentum ad hominem more impressive, and served to separate their 
dialectic from the exposition that follows. The following lines 
have three beats in each hemistich, not two as in the preceding 
three couplets; cf. Cant. 14, no. 10, ti and p. 52; BL ror, I. 1. 

(9) The people were living without a center of ceremonial 
and moral cleansing, the Temple, while they were continually in 
contact with the defiling foreign influences of their day. The altar 
of burnt-offering did not afford a place strong enough to make 
the true religion of Jhvh a real influence. Only the reconstructed 
Temple could dominate their minds. When it had been built, 
they would be proud that they were Jews, and keep themselves 
ritually clean. 

(10) Their defilement had contaminated their handiwork to 
such a degree that when they brought the product of their labor 
before Jhvh, it did not please Him, and He had therefore not 
prospered them. 

(11) Contrast 2, 4 (n. 2 on II). Haggai here directs attention 
to the past instead of to the future. Such work as had been done 
on the Temple was being accompanied by evidences of the return 
of Jhvh’s favor. 

(12) Lit. upward; cf. our expressions, to trace the stream 
upward, down to the present time, high antiquity. The primary 
connotation of the Hebrew term for eternity (dlam) is highness, 
i.e. high antiquity, time long past. We use below (Lat. infra) for 
later in a book, and above (Lat. supra) for that which precedes. 
Lat. vita superior means former life, and aetas superiorum denotes 
past; also év toig éxdvw (or éxéxewa) xpdvorc signifies in former 


eV 


[21] THE POEMS OF HAGGAI 173 


times. On the other hand, the past is called in Hebrew: front, 
and the future: back (AJSL 24, 141, n.*). Drusius (15 50-1616) 
and J. D. Michaelis (1668—1738) interpreted this Hebrew upward 
correctly as equivalent to retro ad anteriora tempora (see Hitzig- 
Steiner ad loc.). 

Wellhausen says, upward must have the same meaning in 
both vy. 15 and 18, and any one who denies that upward means 
forward cannot expect any consideration of his exegesis. We must 
assume the risk. The interpretation denounced by Wellhausen is 
found in Luther’s Bible, J. D. Michaelis’ translation, Bunsen’s 
Bibelwerk, Hitzig’s Prophet. Biicher, Ewald’s Propheten2, Kautzsch’s 
AT; also in Siegfried-Stade’s and Francis Brown’s dictionaries as 
well as in VB. V. 18? (v) is secondary, and the following date 
(~¢) is an erroneous tertiary addition (see below, n. 29). 

(13) The poet invites comparison between two distinct 
periods in the past which are separated by the date on which 
the reconstruction of the Temple was begun, Sept. 1, 520 B.c. 
(cf. 1, 123 Zech. 4, 9; JBL 32, 109; 33, 161). The period before 
that date he pictures in v. 16, and the interval between Sept. 1 
and Dec. 18 he treats in vv. 18. 19. 

(14) An experienced farmer might be expected to estimate 
the amount of grain that had been threshed out, by looking at 
the size of a pile of straw and chaff. In dry seasons, however, the 
heads of the grain do not fill out, and the yield of grain in pro- 
portion to the straw is much less. An epidemic of disease or rust 
also affects both the quality and quantity. In the summers preceding 
Sept. 1, 520 B.c. the farmers, who came to store their grain after 
threshing, found their expectations only half met. 

(x5) Grapes were trodden in the upper vat of the wine- 
press; the juice flowed from it into a second vat from which it 
was drawn into jars and skins (see the cut on p. 68 of the trans- 
lation of Judges in the Polychrome Bible; cf. EB 5312). Heb. para 
is sometimes used for the press itself (cf. Haupt’s Joe/, n. 59 and 
AJSL 24, 126). Here it refers to the receiving vat which a vine- 
dresser might approach with the expectation of drawing off 
a yield of fifty jars. But in a dry season the grapes shrivel and 
yield less juice. The seasons preceding 520 3.c. had proven more 
disastrous to grapes than to grain, and less than half the expected 
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yield of wine was produced. Jars after fifty is omitted in Hebrew, 
just as we say a quarter for the fourth part of a dollar, or as tenner 
is used for a ten-pound note, or tierce for the third part of pipe 
(126 wine-gallons). A Roman amphora (MLN 33, 432) held about 
six gallons, a Syriac babita (OLZ 18, 297; ZA 30, 99) about eight 
gallons. For Oriental store-jars cf. the cut on p. 42 of Miiller- 
Simonis, Du Caucase au Golfe Persique (Washington, 1892). 

(16) In the interval since Sept. 1 the drought had been 
broken, and the early rains of October-November had come in 
abundance to soften the sun-baked ground for plowing and 
seeding. 

(17) Barley and wheat, the two winter grains, had been sown 
after the fall rains. A good harvest could be anticipated. The 
fields are generally sown in November-December (see Benzinger, 
Hebr. Arch. 130°; contrast Matthes, ZAT 21, 125). Sometimes 
the winter rains are delayed until January (EB 4008). The hus- 
bandmen cannot start ploughing before the autumnal rains have 
prepared the land for the reception of the seed. The ground 
becomes very hard during the dry season (DB 1, 48°). 

(x8) Grain was stored in pits (cf. Jer. 41, 8 and JBL 38, 133, 
n. 3) or in dry cisterns hewn out of the rock (EB 85). In England 
a hole dug in a potato- or turnip-field, for storing potatoes, &c. 
during the winter, is called a pit (EB!! 21, 659°, 1. 5). The 
rendering barn (which means originally barley-place, bere-ern) is 
misleading, as are also Marti’s Speicher and Nowack’s Scheuer 
(so, too, Wellhausen and Duhm) or J. D. Michaelis’ Kornboden. 
There were no covered buildings for the storage of farm-produce 
in Palestine. For a description of the grain-pits of post-exilic 
Gibeah, three miles north of Jerusalem, see Albright, Annual of 
the American Schools of Oriental Research, vol. IV, p. 27. 

(19) The good vintage had already given proof of the 
changed fortunes. 

(20) In vv. 15-19 Haggai appealed to the change in the tide 
of misfortune since work had begun on the Temple, as evidence 
of the contention that prosperity was directly dependent on the 
reconstruction of Jhvh’s Temple. Therefore, so he implies, the 
people should hasten to work on it; the earlier its completion, the 
sooner will come the full measure of Jhvh’s grant of prosperity. 
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(21) Dec. 18, 520 B.c. The two Hebrew months and three 
days, which had elapsed since the third poem (see n. 12 on II) 
was published, amount to two months and but one day in the 
longer months of the Julian calendar. 

(22) Cf. 2,20 and n. 16 on I. 

(23) The questions in vv. 12. 13 were not actually submitted 
to the priests. It is but a literary device adopted by the poet 
(cf. JBL 32, 108, n. 4; also Reuss’? AT 2, 546, n. 4). The people 
knew well what the decision of the priests would be, if they were 
consulted; see above, n. 6. 

(24) Torah is elsewhere used to denote the Law and is so 
translated here by the Versions; but, used without the article 
here, it has the more original meaning of instruction or decision 
(cf. JBL 36, 259). The oldest codes of the Law, Ex. 20-23 (E) 
and 34, 10-26 (J) as well as the Deuteronomic Code and the 
laws of Ezekiel, perhaps also the Law of Holiness (Lev. 17—26) 
were doubtless known, and more or less authoritative, at this 
time; but such incidents as this show that the Law was still living 
and growing. The priests rendered decisions which might after- 
wards be codified. 

(25) According to Haupt (JBL 36, 149) the addition which 
is found in the Greek after 2, 14, consists of three glosses, the 
original Hebrew text of which should have been translated:— 
(a) because of their acceptance of bribes;—(b) and they were grieved 
because of their labor ;—(c) and their hatred of a pleader in the gate. 
Gloss b belongs to end of IV, vi while he assigns a4 and c to 
Zech. 8, 16. See below, n. 28. 

(26) V. 171s an illustrative quotation which is a loose repro- 
duction of Am. 4, 9. Itis rejected by nearly all critics, since it men- 
tions grain-diseases which arise from excessive moisture, whereas 
the genuine words of Haggai refer to drought; cf. 1, 10. 11. 

(27) These words are a euphemistic liturgical appendix to 
avoid the ominous conclusion unbearing. 

(28) See above, n. 25. Haupt who holds that Zech. 8, 9-17 
is Haggaian (JBL 32, 107; 33, 161), believes that Zech. 8, 9-17 
is a sequel to Hag. 2, 14-19 and was once written in a column 
parallel to it. Glosses oo and 7t, having been inserted between 
the two columns, afterwards crept into the wrong column. 
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(29) Lit. in the gate, i.e. who pleads with a court in favor of a 
(poor) defendant. 

(30) This date (Dec. 18, 5208.C.) cannot refer to the following 
phrase The time from the day when the Temple was founded, since 
that occurred about Sept. 1; see above, n. 13. It is an addition 
based on the date given in 2, 10 (a) and is rejected by Wellhausen, 
Nowack, Marti, Duhm and Budde. 


CRITICAL INODES 
s3n, adjectival in form, means festal (GK § 86, i; ZDMG 63, 


520, l. 11). The name may also be explained as a shortening of 
smn (1 Chr. 6, 15) or of man, as Zaccai (Zacchaeus) is a con- 
traction of Zechariah (cf. JAOS 22, 101; BA 3, 566). Daiches 
(OLZ 11, 276) regards it as a mixed name, Hebrew in outer 
covering and Babylonian in content. Ha-a-ag-ga-a is found twice 
in the Murai contract tablets. The name is not uncommon 
among the Hebrews, being found in the Talmud and borne by 
approximately a dozen different men mentioned in the Elephantine 
papyri where it is exceeded in frequency only by Hosea, Meshullam 
and perhaps Nathan and Shallum. 


SS 

(i) For #U -nyp ¥3 ny 85 read ny so ny x> following 6 
obx fKet 6 Katpdc, VU nondum venit tempus, £ usquequo non veniet 
tempus, S sizisnn sb, © poy syn sd. Ehrlich’s reading nivp-ny x5 
mm na, with excision of mand at the end, and Gritz’s NBT 
for MM xa-ny, adopted in Oort’s Emendationes, are both un- 
acceptable. 

For #1255 nyn © has pod sw pton, is it thus fitting for you? 

For AM nes1pp (G Kotooradpow, £ caelatis, BV laqueatis, 
@ sms mos poben , which are roofed with planks of cedar) 
we must read opp; cf. 1K 6,15 and otéyn, roof; otéyoc, house. 
Contrast Kings 163, 32. Ehrlich’s emendation o'nax, co-ordinated 
to ans, is gratuitous; but the rendering covered (roofed) houses 
in Reuss’ AT (1892) is better than the translation ceiled (i.e. 
wainscoted) houses. 
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(i) Ehrlich admits that v. 7° should be followed by v. 9. 

For #23225 O£US have tus xapdiac bpwv, corda vestra, 
n2ma> (so throughout the book) and some critics (cf. ICC ad loc.) 
might feel tempted to read p25; but the plural would be con- 
trary to Hebrew usage (cf. GK 28 § 124, s). It would be just as 
unidiomatic as if a German translator used the plural for our 
physics, mathematics, acoustics, gallows, headquarters. 6 has §bX.a 
(S swe) for py, Hag. 1, 8; é9ya for maybn, 1, 14; Spdvouc for 
NOD, 2, 22; Sms for mo, 1, 10; B jumenta for nanan, 1, 11; 
cf. last note on ». Kittel notes ad Lam. 3, 41 that many MSS 
read 1255 instead of 13225, and that the plural is supported by 
©VS; but wasd (we should expect at least wind; cf. Franz 
Delitzsch’s translation of Acts 14, 17) is as incorrect as Ht yaaa 
(Nah. 2, 8) for 7225 (contrast Nah, 46). It is sufficient to refer 
to the concordances s. o35 and 335 or 9935 and a9335. 

Not only 35 is used in the singular, even in cases where it 
refers to a number of persons, but also 249, wp), mm, 7, and this 
usage prevails also in Assyrian. Gen. 42, 28 we read o> xxv 
(G wai é&éorn h xapdia advtav, Graec. Ven. eSivev f opav 
Kapdia, S psd Sy). Similarly we find in Assyrian: iplax lib- 
basunu, their heart feared, or ikpud libbasunu, their heart 
planned. 

We often find at xaodiot in NT where OT has the singular 
a5; cf. e.g. Mal 3, 24 and Luke 1, 17; Jer. 31, 33.and Heb. 10, 16; 
Ps. 95, 8 and Heb. 3, 8. 15. @ has xapdiav marpo¢ xpog biOv 
for Bl ova Susu mas 25 in Mal. 3, 24, YU cor patrum ad filtos, 
S$ sa Sy snoxt ead, © poo Sy prox 2. Joel (2, 13) says o2255 wap 
pon os; © has tac xapdiag bpav, UW corda vestra, 3 pr. 
It is idiomatic Hebrew to say 35 55 wy, oon 35, ons 22 35, 
yo5 wn 5x, pad anw, 35 aad cmn:, a> ron, oywoce, awn mo won 
poz saya. The singular } xapSic instead of the plural ai xapdior 
is found also in the NT; cf. e.g. Luke 1, 66; 8, 123 24, 32. 38 
where U renders: et posuerunt in corde suo; tollit verbum de corde 
eorum; nonne cor nostrum ardens erat; but cogitationes ascendunt in 
corda vestra. Cf. also John 12, 40; 14, 1; I John 3, 20. 
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Ehrlich thinks we ought to read mann 5x mip, ye made room 
for much (Gen. 24, 31). It was not necessary for the people to 
make room for the harvest; they had plenty of garners (cf. n. 18 
on IV) and they were not full. Moreover, we should expect at 
least nannd my». The phrase 1277 5x 755 means lit. to turn the face 
towards much, i.e. to look for in anticipation. 

For M7371 GCS suggest +m, but VU hasecce. The 5 isemphatic; 
cf.n. 3 to Haupt, The Book of Ecclesiastes in Oriental Studies 
(Boston, 1894), p. 264; see also GK § 143, e; VG 1, sor, b; 
JBL 29, 104; 35, 289; AJP 40, 71, n. 27; wy is practically 
equivalent to our precious little. 

Read ams; Al n+57 is due to msn in the preceding verse. 

Dn¥37 is a conditional clause (GK § 159, g). 

12 "nM is correctly interpreted by © smaxn oa nbow ox, 
I cast upon it a curse. For me», blow, curse, cf. Job 4, 9 where AV 
translates naw: by blast; mn, wrath, in Jud. 8, 3; Is. 25, 4; 30, 28; 
Zech. 6, 8 (JBL 32, 112, n. 19); Prov. 16, 32; 29, 113; = means 
heavy breathing, also wrath; Syr.mpinx, to be blown upon or away 
signifies also to be blasted. 

For 3 in 13 snmp: cf. Lat. afflare and JBL 32, 112, n. 19; 
AJP407170; na23. 

(ii) For MM ain> oss am 1p" G has Sia codro té4Se Aéyer 
Koptoc, But there is a pause after 7 jp. YU, correctly, Quam ob 
causam? dicit Dominus. For the two beats of mx yy, see AJSL 19, 
130, last line. Cf. bas-1 in the second hemistich of 3, ii. 

For Ml o+x > G has Simxete. The following 5 has the con- 
notation of for the benefit of. For ym, to run, be zealous, cf. Is. $9573 
Prov.1, 16; 6,18; GB'6 752%; see also above, p. 162, 1. 16. Ehrlich 
cites Ber, 28°: xan phiyn end pow, I strive for life in the world 
to come (BT 1, 104, |. 4). We must not read ins ......... x4 
(so Wellhausen, also Duhm, ZAT 31, 108). Nor can we adopt. 
Cheyne’s emendation m-zsn (Crit. Bibl. 179). 

(iv) After 2-5» omit Mo >>5y (VY, super vos) following O£. 
€ has povsin by y> Sy therefore on account of your sins. Bl as>y 
originated as a gloss after saps in the following line, and later 
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was transferred to the preceding line because of its resemblance 
to ya-dy. 

For HM 5en (G axd Spdc0v, S xdxw jr) we must read aby; 
cf. 5. © has ssw snnwdi, from sending rain. Delitzsch (LSAT 12, 3) 
thinks that the prefixed » in Hl bun is due to dittography. 
Gritz’s reading 5yn instead of 5% is not good. 

For HH saps: © has xai éxasw, 

For #l 35h G3L have popyaiov, xann, gladium (= 25n). 

For Ht 5y in the third line of this triplet, read the archaic 
form “Sy. Haupt reads also +3», ‘py wherever the rhythm requires 
it;'sée¢ JBL 38,351; n: To: 

(v) For M anxs5 (Cam, Sins, V portate), read anxi3, 
following © «date and £ caedite; nmyaa may have been cor- 
rupted to ansan, but not vice versa. Ehrlich retains Ht. Gratz 
(Emend.) suggests ansum, but this would not have been corrupted 
to BnxXam. 

The DageS in ss-nz78 is due to the enclitic character of 13; 
cf. Haupt, JBL 36, 251‘, ad v.93 37, 216, v.23 GK 8 § 20, g, 1.7; 
G9 66; Bul 188. 199; VG 570, ¢. 

The Kétib 13283 is preferable to the Qéré n32>81. Note 
also that +7328 would become in pause 77528. For the meaning 
I shall manifest my glory cf. the translation of Lev. 10, 3 in the 
Polychrome Bible; also Ezek. 28, 22; Is. 26, 15. According to 
Morgenstern (ZA 25, 141-153 and the Haupt Anniversary Volume, 
p- 98) mm > is a technical term used by Ezekiel and P to 
designate the semi-material form assumed by Jhvh in revealing 
himself to mortals. To Ehrlich, 132 means here J shall feel amply 
rewarded. 

After M sins 3 adds synden. 

(a) We must not insert six “xd following 6 A€Eywv Eixov 
and 2, 1. 2 and 20. 21; Hl sons anxd should also be omitted in 
2, 1.2. In 2, 20. 21 (um 58 mt 15 v1) the insertion of sms spNd 
is correct, but in 1, r-and 2, 1. 2 (Saat 5x ‘un 2 MT IST An) 
it is superfluous. Cf. Budde’s remarks in ZAT 26, 9; also note 


Ont, &, 
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(8) Bi ans is lacking in OS. 

(5) Oort’s emendation pvnss instead of n5"n25 1s un- 
necessary, if we read mypoa and regard "n= as a gloss. 

(C) Read yawb for HM apap. 

Gratz (Emend.) suggests 12 for #1 15, following © xai ovK 
éJeopavente év adtoic, but Hl means: A man would clothe 
himself without feeling warm; cf. Haupt’s remarks on impersonal 
constructions in his paper The Son of Man in Mon. 29, 126. 
Lange in his Bibelwerk (1876) gives the correct translation aber 
nicht zum Warmwerden fur einen. 

Omit Hl asnwnsnas a gloss and read “ant” (so several MSS; 
cf.ZAT 26, 11) for Mronwny. Cf. Leviticus 26, 40; Kings 289, 20. 

Ehrlich’s view that #27 in the second hemistich of v. 6 does 
not mean to bring in, but to produce, is unfounded; cf. 2 S g, ro. 
We do not find sais89 "3m WW in Vv. II. 

(2) In Hl 1ws-5y insert 52, following 6€S and many MSS. 

#A ps7 isa collective noun; 6£% have the plural. Similarly 
mamas Ch above,spatz Zane 

(5) V. 13 or portions of it are rejected by nearly all critics. 
* The epithet nin 4x5 in § for the usual #29 suggests that 13+ 
is an interpolation; but 13° is a fitting conclusion for the first poem 
(cf. ZAT 26, 13). 

(0) Ehrlich’s view that ayn nensw 52 does not include the 
people who had returned from Babylon is untenable; noxw 
denotes the Jews after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.c. 
In Maccabean texts it refers to the Jews who had survived 
the Syrian persecution; cf. Haupt’s translation of Ps. 76, 11 
(ZDMG 61, 287, |. 20; 286, 1. 28). Zeph. 3, 13, cited by Ehrlich, 
is Maccabean (cf. JBL 38, 147, 1. 13) and Sse mse at the 
beginning of that verse is a later addition. 

(xx) For HM nnp G has €x pvdiic, an attempt to see in the 
strange word nna some form related to the more familiar nhawnn. 
@ likewise inserts nz. Heb. nma is the Assyr. bél pixati, lord of 
a district, and paxdtu, governor (AJSL 24, 131; AkF6). Cf. above, 
p. 165, 1. 12. In Hebrew we have secondary doubling of the p: 
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pabba, pabhat; cf. abbad, one, constr. abhdd; also abbim, brothers, 
abhau, his brothers (BuL §§ 24, g; 21, n; contrast AkF 6). 

(vv) Insert aim nn following @4£ and parallelsin 1, 1.14; 2, 2. 

(pp) Read 5s for Ht 5p) after yaw. 

Forindy awss, as he commanded him to speak, cf. Prov.26,6; 
2S 14,22; 1K 14,63 Is. 55, 11. Grotius says: Sicut misit Dominus, 
id est, quae Deus et dicenda mandaverat, nam rbv Hebrais saepe 
hance significationem habet. Cf. GB'6 8327, e and JBL 26, 24, n. f. 

After # an-n5s GUS add orbs. Its omission in M is due 
to haplography. We must not substitute obs for amnbds, as 


Ehrlich suggests. 


= 
= 


For the Hebrew text of this quatrain see Haupt, JSOR 2, 77. 

After Bl pis © adds wai tiv Jadacoav Kai thy Enoay, 
an addition due to the resemblance of 2, 21 with 2, 6. 

Hil nisdonn (G@ Bacirtéwv for PaotAeiv) is an intensive 
plural; the great king (6 péyac Baothéuc) of Persia is called nsdn 
in Ps. 110, 5 (JSOR 2, 76) and in the same way the great Persian 
empire is called mi. In the Sidonian inscriptions of the fourth 
century B.c. nabmm means king (cf. JAOS 45, 272). U has the 
singular for modi in. Also in #1 the plural forms ons, mada, 
and nrsbia (Ze. msdn or mz5n; cf. Albrecht, § 84, h) which were 
written "25, “nbn, and "25n, respectively (JBL 34, 81; 36,2523 
AJSL 32, 74) are occasionally confounded; in Jer. 10,7 Duhm and 
Cornill substitute at251 (©, roic Buothebow adtav) for HM amsdn. 

Insert 5> before p1n, following 64. 

Read snassm for #*+n2501 which is due to vertical ditto- 
graphy; cf. Mic. 5, 9. 

M rsz50% is a collective noun; cf. our horse for cavalry, 
and foot for infantry. 6@3% read the plural. The word denotes 
the scythed chariots of the Persians, the Spexavynpopa Gopata 
of Xen. An, 137, 10 and’ Diod. Sic:.17, 53. BL’37;'231,"1..4): 

After 3H 7°2325) G4 adds Kai Kxaractpipw xaoav tiv 
Sbvapw avtadv Kai xarapar@ tae dpia adtadv: Kai Evioyvow 
Tove ékAEKtovs pov’ Cf. 3, 6; I, p. 66. TT. 


182 PAUL F. BLOOMHARDT [30] 


Point 177411 (hophal future of m5, to subdue) instead of 
1421 (perfect qal of 7° with 1 consecutive). Cf. AJSL 32, 70; 
JBL 34, 58, 1. 93 also 38, 163%. Gratz’s emendation rn is 
gratuitous. 

Read xb:, footmen, for Hl on+3551 which is dittography 
from the preceding hemistich; cf. Jer. 12, 5; WF 217, um. 

After isms Nowack (following Gratz) adds 5s"; others 
prefer 5B. 

Duhm (ZAT 31, 110) regards 1:n& 343 ws asa secondary 
addition derived, perhaps, from Ezek. 38, 21; horses, he says, 
have no swords. 

Ehrlich thinks we must evidently read annn, instead of them 
(scil. msdn) instead of Hl onins, but this would be very prosaic, 
and annn would never have been corrupted to amin>. Moreover, 
mobnn denotes one kingdom, viz. the Persian empire, and even 
Haggai did not hope that Zerubbabel would become the supreme 
ruler of the Persian empire. 

To M anins Cadds + 5y which supports Haupt’s suggestion 
that an original 2 has been lost because of its resemblance to 
42-2 at the beginning of t which follows. 

(x) Ehrlich says we must read *wwr instead of ‘ww, but 
‘ww is a tertiary addition, derived from 8, ©, as is also evmy mvs 
sbra wrand which, according to Ehrlich, should be prefixed to ¥, 3. 


Pp) 

(i) HL aswsin is omitted in GY £; GS xepirervpdeic. For the 
article before the predicate cf. GK § 126,k. Since the allusion 
was to the well-known few who had seen the Solomonic Temple 
the use of the article is natural. 

The plural o-s5 is an intended contrast with the singular -s7 
of the first line. 

AM a1 means what, and as what, not how; 571 mn, how 
great = what a great thing. Cf. WdG 2, 314, |. 4; contrast 
GB!6 4o1, B. On the other hand, *» may mean how; s see last 
note on 7, v. 


P| 


(31] THE POEMS OF HAGGAI 183 


Wellhausen’s rendering of }>85 37172 is correct; Heb. sms 
can not mean simply such a thing (ZAT 26, 13; GB'6 330°) or 
such a one (VB; JB). There is nothing contemptuous in smn, as 
Lange in his Bibelwerk supposes. The literal translation would be 
its likeness is the likeness of nothing; cf. GK 28 § 161, c. In Arabic 
when we wish to say, he is like a dog, we must say (as in the 
Koran 7, 175) lit. bis likeness is like the likeness of the dog; 
cf. KAT? 505; Fleischer, KS 1, 378. Even Riickert (1831) rendered 
incorrectly: Ist nicht ein solches wie Nichts in euren Augen? and 
Hitzig (1854): Ist nicht Seinesgleichen wie keines in euren Augen? 
Ewald’s statement that older writers would have said yx 7 is 
unwarranted. The idiomatic ps5 492 and the two corrupt read- 
ings DSM ps and ani certainly do not indicate that Haggai was 
an old man (Ewald, Proph.? 3, 179). 

(ii) For the hemistich 5335) cf. first note on ¥, iii. 

After 17° o83 add mysx with £0. 

M srr, misplaced in |. 2, should be restored as a plural 
before 1¥y1 in 1. 3. 

(iti) Wellhausen’s conjecture that Al s°5 py mossy re- 
presents the conflation of two variants, I shall shake once more 
and I shall shake soon is gratuitous. We must not delete nnx. 
G has étt GraS = nm my. Nor can we assume that $ yr STM Ban 
read ppp mmx sy or, rather, mms ayp ty. Heb. nmx means once 
(GK 28 § 134, r) just as Syr. stn may be used in this sense without 
the addition of xxx: (Néldeke, Syr. Gr.2 § 241). Keil translated 
correctly: noch einmal, und zwar in kurzem. Orelli’s explanation 
of mms as one period of time is incorrect. & étt Gnas re-appears 
in Heb. 12, 26. 

For #1 vyn sy G has ér1t OAiyov in Ps. 37, 10, and Ett puxpov 
in Ex. 17, 4. Hl xn vyn nn ny is expressed by © sn svyr sin ny 
and Y@ adhuc unum modicum est. The literal translation of the 
Hebrew phrase is, again once a little it 1s. Both my and nnx are 
adverbial, while wy» is an adjective used substantively as the 
subject of #7, itis. The whole phrase forms the first clause of the 
compound sentence, the second clause of which begins wy "s). 
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Ehrlich states that we must read ox instead of nnx. He thinks 
the 5 of ox dropped out through haplography, and x was re- 
garded as a symbol for 1; 1 should be connected with 1 in C: 
for thus says huh furthermore, If it—the beginning of the recon- 
struction of the Temple—be insignificant, I shall shake up, &c. 
For sms my he refers to omxn my and an ty, Eccl. 3, 163 12, 9. 
But in both passages, which are secondary, y means continually, 
constantly; see Haupt’s Eccl. 17. 33; cf. Ps. 84, 5°. Duhm 
(ZAT 31, 109) thinks that nns may mean at once ; he compares oxns, 
Mal. 3, 1, and is inclined to regard x°n wyn as an explanatory gloss. 

For M1 snwysn which is due to wyrn at the end of the first 
line of this triplet, read *rmmwn; cf. note on *n>an in 3, and 
JBL 35, 228. 

Ehrlich thinks that n»n-ns was added because some of the 
treasures referred to at the end of this triplet came from the sea, 
na ann being added by way of supplement; contrast n.7 on II. 

Ehrlich’s reading 8°37) instead of Hl 18 351s no improvement; 
but he is right in deleting n°135-5>5 after ws). 

For #l nan (so, too, TSV, naan, xno, DESIDERATUS) 
read nivan following © t& éxdAext& and £ electa; so nearly all 
modern critics; note the prefixed plural 2. The reading nan 
with the addition nin 5 is probably due to a subsequent Mes- 
sianic interpretation; cf. Luke 2, 30. The original reading may 
have been nisr~n or nina (cf. G29 45; also LSAT 62) and the 
omission of the 1 before or after 7 may be due to haplography 
(cf. JBL 37, 216, 1. 9, and the last note but one on %, Vii). 
Cheyne’s emendation nh: for nom in the present passage (Crit. 
Bibl. 180) is gratuitous. 

(iv) According to Ehrlich, 1:22 does not mean glory, but 
wealth; but this is questionable; cf. his interpretation of 722s) 
in &, v. Mitchell, too, renders: wealth instead of glory. For 
Morgenstern’s treatment, see 8, v. 

The mistranslation in AV, the glory of this latter house (this 
would be mim panxn nan 22) instead of the latter glory of this house 
(so RV) is retained in JB. 


3 
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(a) Before n-asw prefix 52 following GSH; cf. 1, 12. 14. 

(€) V. 5° is omitted in G£ and is rejected by nearly all 
critics. JU makes it the direct object of wy in v. 4; "MD may stand 
for "mz. Perles (MVAG 22, 129) follows U@ in connecting 
42 “za-nms with wwy. He thinks € should be inserted after wy 
and refers to 127 ‘wy, Ps. 103, 20, Mat YY, Ps. 148, 8; but € is 
prosaic, and the insertion of this clause would destroy the poetic 
form. Moreover, 7155 in connection with mis does not mean 
command (1 K 13, 1; 20, 35) but promise (1 K 2, 4; 8, 20). 
® renders: et facite (quoniam ego vobiscum sum, dicit Dominus 
exercituum) verbum quod pepigt vobiscum cum egrederemini de terra 
fegypti. Duhm (ZAT 31, 109) thinks that we may prefix px) 
to aatn-nx, but we may just as well supply m2; cf. Haupt, 
Mic. 6, 5; contrast Hitzig-Steiner’s commentary, p. 328, I. 2. 
Gratz (Emend.) proposed to read "rma wx nian 5s. The prefixed 
ms is certainly not the preposition nx, with (so Marti). Budde 
(ZAT 26, 14) regards nx as dittography of the last two letters of 
the preceding nox; he prefers to read: "rm> “ws n™a7. 

(o) After #1 mssx mo ox mbw ims © adds xai eiprvyv 
Woyfig cic mepitoinow mavti TH KtiCovtr TOV Avaotijoa: TOV 
vaov tottov, which A follows. According to Wellhausen, the 
Hebrew original of this gloss was omp> spn 55 niend wey mw 
min bon, and peace of mind to restore the whole foundation for 
re-erecting this Temple. © read “p* instead of -b:. Wellhausen’s 
reading 1b: has been adopted by Marti, Nowack, and Budde 
(ZAT 26,14). But the 5> before sin would be strange; it would 
be more natural if it were prefixed to 5a:nn. Sellin (cited by 
Nowack) regards xepixoinoic as a translation of an». This is 
preferable to ni‘nd, but instead of cic teputoinow we had better 
read Kai nepitoinow = mmm; the 5 should be prefixed to 1‘ 53. 
According to Haupt, the 1 before ymbw is the 1 explicative 
which often introduces glosses (GB16 189°, d; GK 8 484, n.d; 
cf. Pur. 16, 19). We must therefore render this gloss to o15v, 
prosperity: that is, peace of mind (security) and preservation (safety) 
for every one who lays the foundations for re-erecting this Temple. 
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Budde (loc. cit.) proposed to prefix 1 to amp, so that the 
meaning would be: and tranquillity of mind for the restoration of 
the whole foundation and the erection of this Temple; but this is 
unsatisfactory. For the article in tpn-5> cf. Num. 4, 47: 7899 xan-52 
may, TGC 6 sionopevdpevos xpdc TO Epyov, every one that came 
to serve; Num. 21, 8: ‘mins aN pwn b> am, Wg oO Sednypevog 
iSwv adtov Choetat, every one that is bitten, when he looks upon it, 
will live (GK 28 § 127, b). Riessler restores the Hebrew (?) original 
of this clause as follows: am msn omps avy 555 war ody 
(cf. n. 14 on I). 

(ct) Budde and Sievers prefer substitution of 5s for 7"3 to 
the excision of $3 smx: 785; cf. note on 8, &. 


a 


(i) Alyn was substituted for ox (cf. 2, 13) probably by some 
Aramaic-speaking scribe. 

(ii) Before AL «io ws9° prefix wp; the emphatic inf. abs. 
has often been omitted by the scribes; cf. e.g. JBL 38, 164, |. 2; 
alsona7oy wis; Lie PO 9}v ars; Les 68 weil a hes wae 
was omitted by haplography. The question is not, Is wsp~wa holy? 
but, Are the things that come into contact with wap-wa holy? 

For Al inns; read wash. The question is hypothetical: 
If you asked this question, you would receive a negative answer. 

(iii) In ve>-s0 the was is genitive (GK § 128, x). Heb. was, 
soul means both person and dead body; cf. GB'® 515%, a. d; 
Grimm’s Exuphemistic Liturgical Appendices, 5, 1.6, and JAOS 28, 
116. For person = body (AJSL 26, 1), cf. our body-guard, body- 
servant for personal guard or attendant. For body = dead body, 
cf. corpse, Lat. corpus and Ger. Leiche = Eng. like which meant 
originally body, then dead body (see JAOS 37, 255; cf. above, 
p- 171). Duhm’s statement (ZAT 31, 110) that wp: nowhere 
denotes a corpse is untenable; nor is it true that, as a rule, one 
can be defiled by another person only in case that person is dead; 
cf. e.g. Levi rz, 45°15) s=8eroniie 28; wore 24. Dg ke 

For i397; and 118%) see second note on ii. 
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The omission of the plural ending in =x*u* at the end of 
this section may be due to haplography; in MI it is followed by yy». 

(iv) For the change in’meter see above, p. 172, |. 14. 

HM ws is the object of 13°59, although G has Kai dc Ev 
éyyion éxei, £ et quicunque accesserit illo. According to Ehrlich, 
“2p is intransitive as in Ex. 14, 10; the whole clause is to be 
rendered und wo sie hintreten, da entsteht Unreinigkeit. The tradi- 
tional explanation, he says, deserves no refutation. But his inter- 
pretation, endorsed by Riessler (cf. n. 14 on J), is also unacceptable. — 

(v) M a5y01, and upward, means and backward; cf. above, 
n.12 on IV. Zeydner’s reading wn (cited by Matthes, ZAT 21, 
124) is impossible. Assyrian derivatives of by are commonly 
used of the past (HW 65, s. ullanu). The Jewish grammarians 
call a word accented on the ultima milrd’, i.e. accented below, 
while a word accented on the penult was termed mil‘él, accented 
above, i.e. with the accent moved backward from the end toward 
the beginning of the word; cf. GK 8, p. 58, n. 3; G29 § 12, b; 
contrast ZAT 27, 285; BuL §§ 12, a; 7, c. 

As to m5ym GY has in Hag. 2, 15 bxepdvw (G4 éxdvo), 
and in v. 18 G! has éxéxewa. In 1 S 16, 13; 30, 25 GY has 
éxcvw, and 6, éxéxeiva, Both mean previously; they cannot 
mean subsequently; oi éxcvw (or éxéxewa) xpdovort denotes the 
former times. For the explanation of the addition mbym (omitted 
by S$) in these two passages (where © has n>-y'n, U et deinceps, 
and perpetually) see n. 12 on IV. In Hag. 2, 15. 18 © has roy, 
WY et supra in v. 15, but et in futurum in v. 18; also 3 has Sam 
which means forward, in the future; the Last Judgment is called 
bmb> x7"; Syr. 5d (Noldeke, § 155, B) is the Heb. axdn; an ws, 
stand back! (Gen. 19, 9) is in S: 555 pms. 

There is no passage where m>ynb means in the future (contrast 
ZAT 26, 14‘). Also in Qidd. 76+ (BT 5, 972, 1. 9) noyn'n refers 
to oi éxévw, the ancestors; cf. Levy’s dictionary, vol. 3, p. 192°; 
contrast Ber. 26°; Pes. 50b (BT 1, 97, |. 13 2, 499, |. 6). Marti’s 
rendering (riickwarts) of mbyn, Hag. 2, 15 in Kautzsch’s AT! 
(1894) was correct, and his translation (die kommende Zeit) in 
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AT®3 (x910) is wrong. JB, forward (Ehrlich, firderhin) is a step 
backward. J. D. Michaelis (1782) rendered correctly: tut einen 
Riickblick in die vorige Zeit. 

According to Ehrlich piv is not Hebrew and is illogical. 
He thinks we must undoubtedly read mv» instead of now». The 
traditional reading would imply that the people were to consider 
the entire time from the remotest past down to the beginning of 
the reconstruction of the Temple. This is indeed far-fetched. 
It is sufficient to point out that oqwn is preceded by 1m on yn 
(cf. also Fleischer, KS 1, 622). But if any one hesitates to read 
niu», he may substitute onws. In the first and the fourth of 
the four Arabic versions of the Psalter, edited by Lagarde 
(cf. AJSL 2, 103, n. 1) we find in Ps. go, 2 (cf. JBL 31, 121) 
instead of JLAN 65585 oy) eS or JLAI a=? LS ere mountains 
were brought forth: LAN 633 5) 3 -y cf. also WdG 2, 189,B: 
pel Bylo 3 oye, before the morning prayer, and Reckendorf 
$247, f. 

For the enjambement in the second lines of couplets v and vi 
see AJSL 23, 240 and Nab. 29, 1. 14. 

For the metrical restoration of this passage cf. Haupt, 
AjSL 24/127. 

Ail oni+4 is meaningless, either at the end of v. 15, or 
prefixed to v. 16 where 4#l and all the Versions place it. G tive ijre 
correctly read ann‘. For ‘n, how, see BA 1, 17; AJSL)24,227; 
contrast GB! 419%. The reading ann “9 (Kautzsch’s AT !, 1894, 
also “AT'8;“ro10$~ cf, ZAda26).n5) eis preferable to anvn xn 
(so Matthes, Oort, Marti, Nowack, Sievers, Duhm, Ehrlich) or 
Sellin’s emendation anna, before they restored. RV through all 
that time (retained in JB) is a paraphrase of AV since those days 
were rather than a translation of the Hebrew text. Matthes’ 
reading onvn mm (ZAT 23, 125%) is given in Gesenius’ Thes. 
(1835), p. 375%: Hagg. Il, 16 pro ania .... cum Alexandrino in- 
terprete (vives ice) legendum videtur aren, i.e. an T pro DAA; 
cf. Kohler’s Haggai (1860), p.97,n. 1. Similarly Matthes’ sen ae 
instead of sun man (ZAT 23, 121) was suggested by J. D. Michaelis 
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in 1774; see First? 1, 559°"; Haupt, AJSL 20, 166, n. 26; JHUC, 
HOA3 TOS 22", 

(vi) We need not read the inf. ¥3 (so Marti, Ehrlich, Duhm); 
8B is impersonal; cf. second note on &, 6. AV when one came is 
correct. © 6te évepdddAete sic KupédAnv Kows\¢ eikoot otto, 
Kai éyéveto Kpvwijg Séxa, ote is not a literal translation, but a 
paraphrase; sy does not mean Kupédy, nor need we add either 
moxp (cf. GK § 134, n) or py (or ompw; Cod. 20 of de Rossi, 
avon). U cum accederetis ad acervum viginti modiorum, et frerent 
decem, @ snoy xm poopy aryyd poy pnt, S so Sy pnvn poxp ts 
sawp sm pawys, but onvnn (Bl onvan) must be joined to the 
preceding line. 

For the insertion of 35 before sn°7 in the second hemistich 
cLuk, 9: 

For #1 3515 (omitted by S) read mrp; the omission of the 
prefixed » is due to haplography. 6 (xevtijkovta petenrcs), 
U (quinquaginta lagenas), £ (amphoras) and € (-mm pot pwn) 
take mp to be a large jar for the storage of wine. The amphora 
of the Greeks and Romans was also a liquid measure, equal 
to about six gallons, Landersdorfer, Sumer. Sprachgut im AT 
(Leipzig, 1916), pp. 81. 49 regards ap as a Sumerian loan word 
(cf. Haupt, MLN 33, 433°; AJSL 24, 126. 171; ZDMG 64, 714, 
1. 17; AJP 39, 309; Joel, n. 59). Heb. sma is the fem. of Assyr. 
piru, urn. Our vat, formerly spelled fat, is the Ger. Faf, barrel, 
and Fafs is also a measure of capacity (JHUC, no. 306, p. 25). 

(vii) In y»5 the 5 is governed by n2235 yew at the end of 
this line. @$ connect o>225 ww with the following line, but 
v. 19 is an independent question. 

© has for Bl m5 pun syn: et Emtyvwodijoeran ei tijo Cw, 
yun being misread ysyn. 

For #1 m353m read mx as in Joel 1, 17 where 6 has 
Snoavupot. sna is a pit (silo) in which grain is stored, lit. thrown 
down (from “1, Ps. 89, 45; cf. WdG 1, 125, 1. 2 and C, 4). 
It is not a threshing floor as ® éxi tijcg GAw and € svas2 (ZDMG 64, 
705, l. 28) translate. Budde’s reading jn323, on the threshing floor 
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(ZAT 26, 16‘) is unacceptable. Nor can 7119 in this connection 
mean object of fear (so Zeydner, cited by Matthes, ZAT 21, 125). 
In Joel 1, 17 the plural of monn is written nmyan; the 1 of anc 


in the present passage may be due to dittography of the 7 
(JBL 37, 216, |. 9). 

For HM sy1 read sn following G «ai ei Ett and U et adhuc; 
cf. Delitzsch, LSAT § 637, 1. 4. The omission of 1 before + may 
be due to haplography. 

We must not read ox, following © t& ob pEpovtc, instead 
of sv, as Delitzsch (LSAT 10, |. 5) suggests; if o and x are 
eliminated, the singular is correct, and the perfect is preferable 
to the participle. In December the vintage is over. The fields 
were sown about November-December (see n. 17 on IV) and the 
grapes harvested about August-September. RV yea (AV adds 
as yet) the vine..... has not brought forth (retained in JB) is un- 
tenable. 

(a) For =n 5s (@ zpd¢ ‘Ayyaiov) we must not read un > 
(so S and several MSS, also Marti and Kittel). See note on &, 

(8) Scribal expansion, due to 1529 in the following hemistich. 
© has not only év tH &Kopw tod ipatiov adtobd in the second 
hemistich, but also 16 &xpov tod ipatiov abtod in the third. 

(\) 1 often introduces affixed glosses (GK § 154, a, n. 1; b; 
GB!6 189°, d) or connects prefixed additions (Est. 83,5; Mic.112,n; 
III, »; 108, V; JBL 36, 83, Y; 37, 231, V3 38, 151, A). The genuine 
120 of v. 14 is the word commonly used for Gentiles, and the 
glossator may have considered 'm nym ;3 more appropriate. 

(}) The first clause of this gloss appears in G after v. 14 
between the two clauses 60 and tr; cf. above, notes 25 and 28 on IV. 
G dvvysfjoovrar a0 apoowxov ndvwv abtOv read .3 instead 
of mm. © has 0dbvn for ji in Gen. 44, 31; Pss. 13, 3; 107, 39. 


G may also have read my; cf. dSvvnSijcovrat for “97 (contrast 
ZDMG 66, 401) in Zech. 12, 10. G. A. Smith’s restoration, 
DTaEy yee upn: they vex themselves with their (profane) labors, 
is not good. Nor can we read np: or ny, as suggested by Sievers 


(loc. cit. 73‘) who is inclined to insert this clause in v. 14 after 
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ort mvp 55 io. Riessler (cf. n. 14 on I) gives the following 
restoration of the Hebrew (?) text of this clause inserted between 
the two clauses of 66 and tt: omy wen Myo ap pmb py" 
main amps ams. See Haupt, JBL 36, 149 and notes on 660 and rt. 

V. 17, according to Haupt, is a loose reproduction of 
Am. 4, 9 which he restores as follows: 


BA eo ore A pate Roe Roa ee 
pram boy ap 3o191 DDN 
TIT DNS sy onaw xd 





p71) HS 3kNi (a) 


I smote you with a [<drought], with blasting and blight; [ ] 
Your gardens (of fruit trees) and 

vineyards” the locusts devoured ; - 
Yet, ye did not return to Me, declares Jhvh. 





(a) and your fig trees and your olive trees. 


MM pons instead of nor at the end of Hag, 2, 17 is no doubt 
due to the psnx at the beginning of the verse. Why the glossator 
used o'nx instead of n‘aw we cannot tell. In Ethiopic this verb 
means to return, while in Assyrian it means to find (Haupt, 
JSOR 1, 42). It is poetic in Hebrew, but common in Aramaic 
and Arabic. Oort (Emend.) reads paw asm) (so, too, Budde, 
ZAT 26, 15) in the present passage, but this would not have 
been corrupted to B2ns 7"s). 

HA 355 in Hag. 2, 17 may be a correction of the corrupt 
mann of Am. 4, 9 (so, Haupt). 

(60) For sn onpn cf. 2 Chr. 19, 7; for the construction 
see GK 8 §ir15,h.d; WdG 2, 60, A. © Evexev taHv Anppatwv 
abt@v tHv 6pdpwav (£ propter praesumptiones eorum matutinas) 
read =nw instead of snw, but not annp instead of npnp>, as Well- 
hausen supposed. 

(ct) For mow cpws ons, G («kai épioeite év avdaic 
éhéyxovrac, £ et odio habebatis in portis arguentes) read anxiwn 
oopws; the plural ending in ooyws is dittography of the initial » 
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of maw, and the plural xbActc is responsible for G éhéyyovracs 
instead of éhéyxovta (see Haupt, JBL 36, 149), cf. note on p. 
(op) Ehrlich says, we must either read ‘ww in the present 


passage or "y"wns in 3, KK. 
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DAS TANNAITISCHE GRENZVERZEICHNIS 
PALASTIN AS 


Von SAMUEL KLEIN, Nové Zamky, Czecho-Slovakie 


EINLEITENDES 


ae ein aus dem Altertum auf uns gekommenes Dokument, hat 

das in verschiedenen Quellenschriften! enthaltene tannaitische 

Grenzverzeichnis seit langem schon die Aufmerksamkeit der Pa- 

lastinaforscher wachgerufen,? die in ihm mit Recht eine bedeutsame 

Fundgrube fir die Ortskunde des Heiligen Landes erblickten. Auf 
Grund der hier folgenden Untersuchungen glauben wir, dieses * 
Grenzverzeichnis zugleich als eine tiberaus wichtige Geschichts- 

urkunde, namentlich was die Kenntnis der jiidischen Siedlungs- 

verhaltnisse betrifft, bezeichnen zu diirfen. 


Ohne auf die bisherigen Bearbeitungen dieser Urkunde naher 
einzugehen, sei nur der Verdienste H. Hildesheimers um die 
Aufhellung derselben gedacht. Seine Arbeit hat mit aller Klarheit 
gezeigt, da im ,,Grenzverzeichnis“ es sich nicht um ein system- 
loses Aneinanderreihen von beliebigen Ortsnamen handelt, wie 
dies friiher mehrfach angenommen wurde. Ferner hat er die ver- 
schiedenen Rezensionen unserer Urkunde, zum Teil mit Heran- 
ziehung handschriftlichen Materials, miteinander verglichen, um auf 
diesem Wege den urspriinglichen Text — soweit als méglich — 
zu erhalten. Endlich stellte er als Erster die Frage nach der Ent- 


1 Sifre Deut.51; Tosefta Schewiit IV 10; j. Schewiit VI 1; Jalkut 
Deut. 874. 

2 Bibliographie der friiheren Arbeiten s. bei Hildesheimer, Beitraége zur 
Geographie Palastinas (Beilage zum Jahresbericht des Rabbiner-Seminars in Berlin 
5645), und in meinem wn mn qr = Die Kiistenstrafse Palastinas, hebr. 11 f.; 
deutsch 13 f. — Kittels Sifré-Ubersetzung S. 135 f. bietet nichts Wesentliches. 
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~ stehungszeit des Grenzverzeichnisses und versuchte auch, eine 
Lésung dieses schwierigen Problems zu bieten. 

Trotz umfassender Kenntnisse und griindlicher Untersuchung 
der Einzelheiten lieS aber auch er noch manche Fragen offen, die 
auch von den spiteren Bearbeitern der Urkunde nicht beantwortet 
wurden. Meiner Ansicht nach bediirfen die einzelnen, vielfach 
korrumpierten Namen einer erneuten griindlichen Priifung, che 
sie mit heutigen Ortsbezeichnungen gleichgesetzt werden, und 
namentlich muf die Frage nach Veranlassung und Entstehungszeit 
des Grenzverzeichnisses auf Grund des topographischen und son- 
stigen historischen und halachischen Materials abermals gestellt 
werden. 

Vergleicht man die bei Hildesheimer und bei Luncz? synop- 
tisch geordneten Listen, so wird man mit Bedauern feststellen 
miissen, da in diesen langen Verzeichnissen kaum ein einziger 
Name in samtlichen Rezensionen gleichmafig erscheint! Auch die 
* Anzahl der Grenzpunkte ist in den verschiedenen Rezensionen 
verschieden. Die gréSte Zahl von Namen bietet die Wiener Hand- 
schrift der Tosefta, und deshalb wurde sie von Hildesheimer zur 
Grundlage der Untersuchung genommen. Mag nun sein, daf 
diese Rezension aus anderen Griinden einen gewissen Vorzug den 
anderen gegeniiber beanspruchen darf,4 so glaube ich doch nicht, 
da die gréfere Fiille von Namen allein entscheidend sein diirfte. 
Es ist namlich sehr gut denkbar, daf} eine urspriinglich kirzere 
Rezension vom Redaktor der Tosefta nachtraglich erweitert 
worden sei. Daher wird es sich methodisch empfehlen, zu- 
nachst auf Grund der kiirzesten Rezension (des Sifré5) den all- 
gemeinen Lauf der Grenzlinie festzustellen und erst dann die in 
der lingeren Rezension enthaltenen Namen (wenn méglich) in 
diese einzuftigen. 

Die uns vorliegenden Texte des Grenzverzeichnisses haben 
eine lange Leidensgeschichte hinter sich. Abschreiber und Drucker 


3 Jahrbuch wbwr» XI—XII, 290—303. Er benutzte zur Jeruschalmirezension 
drei Handschriften (S. 284 Anm. 1) und stellt diesen Text an erste Stelle. 

4 Sémtliche Namen (aufser IV) sind mit; aneinandergereiht. Das zeigt, 
daf§ der Abschreiber die einzelnen Namen wohl voneinander unterschied, was 
beziiglich der anderen Texte nicht immer behauptet werden kann. 

5 Dieser bietet 35, die Tosefta Wien 41 Namen. 
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haben die ihnen vollkommen unbekannten und gleichgiiltigen 
Namen je nach ihrem Gutdiinken geandert oder — verballhornt.§ 
Ohne Korrektur des Textes wird es also bei schwierigen Stellen 
nicht gehen. Dabei ist aber an der methodisch sehr wichtigen Regel 
festzuhalten, die mit Bezug auf unsere Urkunde von Dalman? auf- 
gestellt wurde: ,,Die Texte bediirfen simtlich der Zurechtstellung 
mit Hilfe des lokalen Befundes.“ 

Die Zurechtstellung muf aber auch mit Hilfe des erreichbaren 
handschriftlichen Materials geschehen. Beziiglich des Sifré, bzw. des 
aus ihm geflossenen Jalkut Schimeoni standen mir durch die beson- 

dere Freundlichkeit des Herrn Dr. L. Finkelstein in New York, 
dem auch an dieser Stelle herzlichst gedankt sei, dret Handschriften 
zur Verftigung.8 Auch das in letzter Zeit an den Tag geforderte 
handschriftliche Jeruschalmimaterial konnte in gewissem Mafe ver- 
wertet werden. 


I. Diz REZENSION IM SIFRE 


CTMpDpPH WD DIpd») cp) qr331 5) 


sy ‘wr PAN VIAN sy) Iw) paXe pin 
popwx nyse bos Saab apunnw ope Ss “iy spinnw ops 


Popwx mwa nopwx nwap (1) 

naw Ss min mw sw Ses main wow Sa nisin (2 
Ps " +1313) 

YP nm ‘Dy nom roy msm (4) 

InN INNS WT insn (5) 

mexy InN mey InN maxy ins (6) 
x72 xNnI35 xn7a9 (7) 


6 Ein besonders krasses Beispiel sei hier angeftihrt! An Stelle von xn>w 
xo¥13 D773 sso liest man in der ed. princ. des Jalkut: sn57 snort Nsw. 
8747) Dinan 3%. Wahrend die Worte sno » (wie es weiter gezeigt wird) 
gute, ja sogar urspriingliche Lesarten bieten, enthalten die letzten vier Worte 
etwas ganz Unsinniges. Ofters wurden unbekannte Namen nach bekannten 
biblischen Namen gedndert, worauf im Laufe der Untersuchung hingewiesen 
werden soll. 

7 Palastina-Jahrbuch 1922/23, S. 22 Anm. 2. 

8 Herr Dr. Finkelstein hatte die Giite, mir die Abschriften mit der Be- 
merkung zu senden: jmrby ise03 wpr2 135 ssmv Dey maine maps wy2 ompnyn. 
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pa 3) 
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(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(x1) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 
(16) 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
(22) 
(23) 
(24) 
(25) 
(26) 


(27) 
(28) 
(29) 
(30) 
(31) 
(32) 
(33) 
(34) 
(35) 


Die Uberschrift lautet: “Sy ipsnaw op 1p [Syn] e pox Sinn 
11555, worauf die einzelnen Grenzpunkte folgen: 


9 Ms. London irrtiimlich »x» sin. 


10 London: sy. 


11 Jalkut Ms. Oxford fehlt die ganze Uberschrift, nur das letzte Wort [bs= 
erscheint dort fehlerhaft 52s und zu Punkt 1 gezogen. Den gleichen Schreibfehler 
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(1) p>pex meme bezeichnet den ,Scheideweg von Askalon“. 
»Die Grenze lief hier diesseits der Wegscheide, d. h. der Abzwei- 
gung des Zuganges der Stadt vom Hauptverkehrsweg.“!2 Die 
Stadt selbst wird also vom Gebiete Erez Israels ausgeschlossen. 

(2) jorw So mosin ,,die Mauern des Stratonturmes“ bei Caesarea 
maritima. Der Turm und die spater in seiner Nahe erbaute heid- 
nische, eigentlich herodeanische Stadt blieben auferhalb der Grenz- 
linie. Ahnlich verhalt es sich auch mit 

(3) "7, genauer "15,!3 womit die Kiistenstadt Dora gemeint ist. 

(4) 12» 14min schlief&en wieder die Stadt Akko aus dem eigent- 
lich jiidischen Gebiete aus. 

(5) Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung ist hier, wie bei (6), nicht 
ganz verlaflich. Doch kénnen die Namen mit Zuhilfenahme der 
Tosefta und des Jeruschalmi, wie auch auf Grund des lokalen Befun- 
des hergestellt werden. Es handelt sich um tnxi% 15yx7 ,,den 
oberen Lauf des Wassers von Gato“, bzw.um | 

(6) sexy ins: ,,Gato selbst“. Gemeint ist Ga tan nordéstlich 
von Akko. Das Wasser des Ortes ist der Nahr Mefschitch, dessen 
Oberlauf die Grenzlinie bildet. Man befindet sich hier am Eingang 
des galilaischen Gebirges. 

(7) 16xnna5 ist mit Dalman!7 richtig bei Chirbet el Kabarsa 
direkt nérdlich von Akko, am Westufer des Nahr Mefschtich an- 
zusetzen. Nach den lokalen Verhialtnissen ware es angebracht, 
diesen Punkt vor (;—6) zu nennen, wie ihn die Tosefta in der 
sLas-hat. 

(8) 18xm=1 na heifSt heute Chirbet Zvénita unweit nordostlich 


von (6). 


bietet RN zu Gittin I 1: meme $23 523 hy aprnnw ws omnns ospps ise opm 
popwx. In seinem Sifré wurde also neben der richtigen auch die falsche Lesart 
verzeichnet. 

12 Dalman, Pal. Jahrb. 1924, 65. 

13 Jalkut wr ist it zu lesen. 

144 RN a.a.O. wy noin(n)s. Ms. Rom und Jalkut bieten nen, wohl nen zu 
lesen. 

15 Ms. Rom wen, L. wsn. 

16 So ist auch Ms. London statt snnsv zu lesen. 

17 Pal.-Jahrb. 1922/23, S. 22 Anm. 2. 

18 ymno oder sms in Ms. London ist Schreibfehler fiir srss = srvzr 02. 
Derartige Zusammenziehung von ms, bzw. »2 mit dem folgenden Wort ist Gfters 
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(9) 19xd-5i5 syp ist die ,Burg von Galila* (nicht: ,,.von Gali- 
laa!“), heute Chirbet Geli! nérdlich von (8). 

(10) xvap oder xn“ys XN“Sp meint jedenfalls eine Lokalitat in 
der Nahe der Ortschaft “Ajta norddstlich von (9). Der volle Name 
des Ortes lautet heute ‘A. esch-Scha' ub = ,, A. der Schluchten*. Mag 
sein, daf in x*ap, xn™2p diese Bedeutung enthalten ist.2° 

(11) Viel Kopfzerbrechen verursachte der folgende Name: 
xnoyt sexe! Das erste Wort ist mit der Londoner Handschrift 
xisn, d.h. ,,Ackergrenzen“ zu lesen. Aber auch das zweite Wort, 
hier der eigentliche Ortsname, ist mit einer einfachen Korrektur 
herzustellen, indem man statt xmsyt—snvys schreibt.2! Somit 
erhalt man xnryy xr», die , Ackergrenzen von “Ajta“, eben jenes 
Ortes, der als Grenzpunkt (10) in unserem Verzeichnis genannt war. 

(12) Schwierig ist auch der folgende Punkt. xnvws oder xnva 
prvat ergibt offenbar keinen rechten Sinn. Auch die Lesart snva>22 
kann nicht richtig sein. Am Anfang des Wortes muf ein Buchstabe 
gestanden haben, aus dem 3, > oder 3 entstehen konnte. Der 
lokale Befund fuhrt zur richtigen Herstellung des Textes. Unweit 
nordlich “Ajta findet man Ramija, dem im Altertum sicher ein 
‘ hebr. nnn, aram. sn entsprach. Dies ist in sni5 zu erkennen, 
bzw. es muf dieses in Anim geandert werden. — Daneben erscheint 
in unserem Verzeichnis: j»27... Was bedeutet dieses? 

Aus den anderen Rezensionen?3 werden wir an seiner Stelle 
“2 oder 3 gewinnen. Es handelt sich also um einen oder mehrere 
Brunnen (oder Zisternen) in der Nahe von Ramya. Da mm u. del. 
im Lande haufig anzutreffen ist,24 so wurde, um diesen Ort ge- 


nachzuweisen; vgl. meine Palastina-Studien IV, 55 f. Siehe auch Gesenius Buhl’, 
S. 96°. 

19 Ms. London 'n, 1. 213 Jalkut sda, 1. s[5]oda5. — — statt 1 auch bei den 
folgenden Punkten. 

20 Hildesheimer a. a. O. 19. Doch erwagt er auch die Bedeutung ,,Berg- 
kuppen“. Wo nicht anderes bemerkt, sind die Gleichsetzungen Hildesheimers 
akzeptiert worden. 

21 Vielleicht wurde statt xn»y einmal smy geschrieben. Ein Kopist machte 
daraus nach der palastinischen Schreibart xnay (vgl. sn = sx). 

22 Sifré-Ausgaben. 

23 Tosefta Erfurt 127; Wien -nom (1.25); j. ebenso, aber auch +54 (1. 37). 

24 In der Bibel gibt es sechs Orte mit dem Namen nw; ferner: ond nos, 
nase ‘13 drei mean. Aus der Mischnazeit: sam und nay ma om (Pal.-Stud. Lim Register). 
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nauer zu bezeichnen, ihm hier j»2" ,,R. der Brunnen“ hinzugefiigt 
(vgl. nd non, naxe non). In der Nahe von R. muf es beriihmte 
Zisternen gegeben haben. 

(13) Sn NXMIND ist die durch die Londoner Handschrift ver- 
biirgte, einzig richtige Lesart. wm" =m: heute genau so — Jatir 
— liegt.in gerader Linie nérdlich von (12). spine bezeichnen ge- 
wisse ,HGhlen“ in der Nahe des Ortes, wie in ahnlichem Zu- 
sammenhang (bei einer Grenzbestimmung der Stadt Tiberias) 
gleichfalls smans genannt sind.25 

(14) 265x587 xdmo bezeichnet jedenfalls einen Wadi ndrdlich, 
bzw. nordéstlich von (13), der als natiirliche Grenzlinie mit Recht 
verwendet wird. Leider ist der alte Name scheinbar verschwunden. 
Vielleicht ist der Wadi el-Ma gemeint. Daf in dieser Gegend einst 
juidische Siedlungen bestanden, zeigt der Ort el-Jehudye im Osten 
des genannten WAdis. 

(15) 27-y ma vermute ich in dem nordéstlich von (13) ge- 
legenen Haris.28 (14) ware also der ndrdlichste Grenzpunkt in 
Obergalilaa; von (15) an zieht sich die Grenzlinie in siiddstlicher 
Richtung. 

(16) xnwyts ist zweifellos richtig: Ber‘aschit dstlich von (15). 

(17) xd5°5 oder xnsa xd wird auf Grund der anderen Re- 
zensionen zu andern und zu bestimmen sein (vgl. Abschnitt II, 
Punkt 21). 

(18) xn 453 xDD. Der Name ‘0, obwohl in allen Hand- 
schriften gleich, bedarf dennoch einer griindlichen Zurechtstellung, 
wie weiter (Abschnitt IV) gezeigt werden soll. 

(19) HD, vgl. dazu II, Punkt 16. 

(20) xm2p0 kann nur das zwischen Hasbéja und Rascheija ge- 
legene es-Sefine sein. Daf es ,,viel zu weit nordlich liegt“,29 mag 


25 j. Erubin V 22°; vgl. meine Beitrage zur Geographie und Geschichte 
Galilaas (1909), S. 59 ff. 

26 byys x7 des Londoner Ms. ist natiirlich bxxss7 zu lesen. bsxss konnte 
derselbe Name sein wie Phasaél (bxxp). Hildesheimer, S. 33, denkt an ‘Ain Jba‘al, 
das aber sprachlich nicht entsprechen kann. 

27 Ms. Rom falsch +y. 

28 Zu y=H vel. omen =ormpy in der Mischna (Pal.-Stud. IV, 23 f.; 
Albright, Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research IV, 156f.) und 
weiter unten Anm. 75. 

29 Hildesheimer, S. 24 f. 
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uns iiberraschéen, spricht aber nicht im geringsten gegen die Rich- 
tigkeit der Gleichsetzung. 

(21) yaya Nn. Das zweite Wort, der eigentliche Ortsname, 
ist jedenfalls das biblische ‘Jjjon, dessen Namen heute die Hoch- 
ebene Merg “Ajjzn bewahrt. Was xnaypa bedeutet, ist unbestimm- 
bar. Es wird sich um ein pluralisches Wort handeln, vgl. oben 
(11) und (13), vielleicht auch (10). Da in unserem Verzeichnis 
mehrfach natiirliche Hdhlen oder Schluchten als Grenzpunkte ge- 
nannt werden, so wird man auch hier an derartige ,Durch- 
bohrungen“3° in der Nahe des seitdem verschwundenen alten 
Ortes “Jj6n denken diirfen. 

Die Grenze wendet sich nach Osten den Jordanquellen zu und 
es wird (22) ppt nNbS'y xdavin das ,,obere Hahnenbild von Casarea 
[Philippi]“ genannt, das auch aus einer anderen Stelle als Grenz- 
punkt des jiidischen Gebietes bekannt ist.3! 


Die nun folgenden ostjordanischen Grenzangaben beziehen 
sich auf ein einziges, bisher kaum beachtetes jiidisches Gebiet, 
namlich auf das Gebiet der Trachonen und des Haurans. 

Es ist dies eine wichtige Erkenntnis, die zuerst von I. Goldhar 
ausgesprochen, aber bei seiner vollig unmethodischen Art der 
Forschung von ihm selbst nicht geh6rig verwertet wurde.32 
Unabhingig von ihm kam ich zum gleichen Ergebnis und trug 
auch diese Auffassung schon vor einigen Jahren vor;33 jedoch lief 
ich mich zum Teil von Hildesheimers gerade in diesen Abschnitten 
seiner sonst vorziiglichen Arbeit unbefriedigenden Ergebnissen 
leiten, indem ich die von den verschiedenen Rezensionen gebotenen 
Lesarten keiner scharferen Kritik unterzog. Dies mége nun im 
folgenden geschehen. 

Zum besseren Verstandnis der Angaben unseres Verzeichnisses 
sei aber folgendes vorausgeschickt: Siidlich und Gstlich von 
Damaskus dehnen sich gro$e vulkanische, zum Teil sehr fruchtbare 


30 Hildesheimer, S. 37, denkt an ein ,,Engtal“; Dalman, Pal.-Jabrb. 1914,° 
S. 46, an eine ,,Schlucht“, namlich des Wadi Charrar. 

31 j, Demaj II 1, vgl. Abschnitt V, 7. 

32 (Jerusalem spin) wap now, 280 ff. 

33 ommn prem nay (Pal.-Stud. Tl]), 44. 
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Gegenden, bzw. Lavaplateaus aus. Ein kleineres Plateau ist der 
War ez-Zakie siidlich von Damaskus. Weit gréfKer sind aber jene 
Gebiete, die Strabo ,,die beiden Trachonen* (Tpaxwves) nennt 
und die nach ihm hinter Damaskus liegen. Gemeint sind — wie dies 
von Wetzstein®4 nachgewiesen wurde — das Safa im Osten und 
das Lega im Siidwesten yon Damaskus. Dieser siidwestliche 
Trachon grenzte nach den Angaben des Eusebius an Bostra.35 
Sind diese vulkanischen Gegenden in unseren Quellen nach- 
weisbar; waren sie im Altertum auch von Juden bewohnt? Unser 
Grenzyerzeichnis gibt auf diese Fragen die gewiinschte Antwort. 
a) Das zuerst genannte vulkanische Plateau War ez-Zakije 
erscheint in unserem Verzeichnis als (23) Grenzpunkt: novo m2, 
ma. ms. Der Text bedarf einer geringfiigigen Anderung, die aber 
auf Grund eines spater zu behandelnden Textes (Abschnitt IV) 
ohne weiteres vorgenommen werden darf. Statt na10 ns ist nam- 
lich mo m3 zu lesen. — Einen Ort, der nach dem Plateau, oder. 
umgekehrt, nach welchem das Plateau benannt wurde, kénnen 
ir gleichfalls aus mehrmaliger Erwahnung in der talmudischen 
Literatur nachweisen: R. Jirmeja (4. Jahrh. in Tiberias wohnhaft) 
trifft Entscheidungen in diesem Orte, dessen Name einmal als xnsp, 
zweimal als xmizo erscheint.36 Wo ist der Ort zu suchen? — Eine 
der soeben erwahnten Mitteilungen zeigt klar, da der Ort in der 
Nahe eines Flusses lag, aus welchem das Wasser in das Bad des 
Ortes geleitet wurde. Da nun in unserem Grenzverzeichnis n’3 
mizo unmittelbar auf Casarea Philippi (22) folgt, so wird man un- 
bedingt nach dem Orte Ez-Zakije, siidlich vom Nabr el-Awaég, 
bzw. Sabirani gefiihrt. Dies ist der von R. Jirmeja besuchte Ort. 
Fraglich ist nur, ob auch im Grenzverzeichnis der Ort oder aber 
das Plateau gemeint ist. Zwar findet man nicht selten, da der 
gleiche Ort bald mit ms, bald ohne dieses Wort erscheint, somit 
mito ms = nib sein und den Ort selbst bezeichnen kénnte; jedoch 
scheint der Umstand, dafS wir weiter wieder ganze Gegenden im 


34 Reisebericht itber Hauran und die Trachonen (1860), S. 24 f., wo Strabos 
(XVI 2, 20) Bericht erdrtert wird. Vgl. auch Schiirer I4, 426 Anm. 

35 Schiirer a. a. O.; s. unsere Anm. 38. 

36 Ab. z. 58>: #n305 yop mow 1. — Moéd K. 4°: snis0 329 = mov 
soo sims sed; j. MK I 2: sniso3 o257 sons. Vel. mein nan prva say, S. 565 
jedoch ist das dort Gesagte nach dem hier Ausgefiihrten zu berichtigen. 
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Grenzverzeichnis genannt antreffen, eher dafiir zu sprechen, daf 
miso n°s das Lavaplateau War ez-Zakye bezeichnet, wo natiirlich 
mehrere Ortschaften lagen. 
b) Der siidwestliche Trachon ist zweifellos mit (26) 89°17 RNG 
37 3x15 DInM (oder..-o1nna7--.) gemeint. Zur naheren Bezeichnung 
des Gebietes wird (wie bei Eusebius38) deutlich gesagt, es handle 
sich um jenen Trachon, der im Gebiet Bostras (oder an Bostras 
Gebiet grenzend) liegt. 
Auch das Wort xnn't... ist sehr beachtenswert. Gegentiber der 
von den Drucken gegebenen Lesart x-m7 ist namlich an xv" 
festzuhalten, das von samtlichen Handschriften des Sifré und auch 
von einem alten Texteszeugen (Abschnitt IV) geboten wird. 
» Lrachon des Zimra“ bezeichnet offenbar jenen Trachon, der 
‘nach einem gewissen Zimra benannt werden konnte. Diesen Mann 
und sein Gebiet kennen wir aus jenen Berichten des Josephus, wo 
er iiber die Besiedlung des Trachons unter Herodes referiert.39 
Der genannte Konig erhielt um 23 v. Chr. von Augustus grofere 
Gebiete des vom Unwesen der Rauber unsicher gewordenen Tra- 
chons und siedelte dort babylonische Juden unter Fiihrung eines 
gewissen Zamaris an. Wir diirfen nun den Namen dieses Mannes 
in der merkwiirdigen Grenzangabe ¥719°1 s2D9 erkennen. Sein 
Gebiet ,der Trachon Zimras“ grenzte an das Gebiet Bosras. 
Vielleicht geht man nicht irre, wenn man seinen Namen auch in 
dem siidwestlich von Es-Sanamen gelegenen Orte Zimrin erkennt. 
c) Beziiglich des dstlichen Trachons sei zuniachst aus Wetzsteins 
so wichtigem Reisebericht 4° folgende Stelle angefiihrt: ,,. Von den 
“Aneze werden die beiden Stimme [Géjat und S‘taje] Ahl el-Hugr 
y=ul, d.h. Bewohner des Kliiftenlandes, genannt: die Schlupf- 
‘winkel des dstlichen Trachons heifen die “Aneze Hugr.“ 


37 So ist natiirlich die eigentiimlich korrumpierte Stelle im Manuskript des 
Jalkut zu berichtigen; vgl. auch oben Anm. 6, 

38 Onom. ed. Klostermann 110 2g: Tpaxwvitic 5 xoAeiron f eapoKemévy 
XHpa ti Epnpw tH xara Boorpav tic ApaBiac. 112 a: Kavad... tv cH 
Tpaxavi tAnotov Bootpwv. Vgl. auch Antiqu. IV 7 4: Bosora an der Grenze 
Arabiens. 

39 Antiqu. XV 103. XVI 9 2. XVII 24-3. Vita 11, und meine Dar- 
legungen in sn prvn say 17 ff.; Jeschurun IX, 164. 

4S. 34. 
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Es ist unschwer in e/-Hugr das vom Grenzverzeichnis (25) 
gebotene x72n zu erkennen, das also ein bestimmtes Gebiet be- 
zeichnet. 

Ein mittelalterlicher arabischer Geograph nennt Ar-Rakim in 
der Nahe von Damaskus.4! Diesem Rakim entspricht offenbar p57 
des Grenzverzeichnisses,42 das jedoch in unseren Texten durch 
ein “7 mit x7un verbunden — also als x-uny ops — erscheint. Eine 
Anfuhrung der Sifréstelle bei RSbA belehrt uns jedoch, daf in 
seinem Texte 73m apn gestanden,‘3 somit urspriinglich an zwei 
gesonderte Gebiete gedacht worden ist. Diese zwei Gebiete findet 
man tatsachlich in der Mischna (Gittin I1) angefthrt. Rabban 
Gamliel sagt: ,,Wer aus dem Rekem (epnn yo) und dem Hagar 
(nanz jm) einen Scheidebrief nach Palastina bringt, muf erklaren, 
er sei vor ihm geschrieben und unterzeichnet worden.“ Man sieht 
also klar, es handelt sich um zwei verschiedene, freilich einander 
nahe liegende Gebiete, deren Gstlicheres tp. war, wie dies von 
R. Jehuda in gleichem Zusammenhang (I 2) bezeugt wird, der in 
apn den dstlichsten Grenzpunkt palastinensischen Gebietes erblickt. 
In bezug auf die Vorschriften des Scheidebriefes gilt sogar npn im 
Osten schon als Ausland, und zwar aus dem Grunde, weil seine 
Bewohner — wie uns wieder R. Jehuda an anderer Stelle44 be- 
lehrt — proselytischer Abstammung waren. 

Ob diese beiden Namen hier im Osten urspriinglich waren, 
ob sie etwa vom Edomiterland hierher tibertragen wurden,* ob 
wir den alten Namen apn (oder 27, wie eine Handschrift hat) in 
den zahlreichen, ,Rugm“ genannten Steinhaufen der vulkanischen 
Gegend4® erblicken diirfen, sind Fragen, die kaum entschieden 


41 Mukaddasi ed. de Goeje 1753 vgl. mein smn pryn say, 45 Anm. 

42 Dies gegen meine Ausfihrungen in MGWJ 1917, 142. 

43 pwrin zu Gittin Ir: -..5s3 wisn oye wasn 2303 WENT 1111 apn. Siche 
noch Anm. 87. 

44M. Nidda VII 3: pywi oma onw sep Nowe ny 9 pw DPD DNaT DeBNDT OD. 

45 Siche meine Ausfuhrungen in MGW a. a. O. 

46 Wetzstein, Reisebericht 34 Anm.1. Vgl. dort S.35: »Merkwiirdig aber 
sind viele Tausende von rohen Wohnungen, welche auf einer Strecke von 
vielleicht 5 Stunden das siidliche Lohf der Dirét et-Tuldl bekranzen und auf 
eine ungemein starke Bevélkerung jener Gegenden in fritherer Zeit schliefSen 
lassen.“ Ebd. 98 Anm.1: ,Einige Duzende von gro%en Blécken bilden einen 
Rigm.“ Siehe noch ZDPV XX, 212. 
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werden kénnen. Uns geniigt hier die Feststellung, daf$ in unserem 
Grenzverzeichnis unter xn3m apn der dstliche Trachon gemeint ist 
und daf die Grenzangaben (23), (25), (26) auf die in der Nahe 
von Damaskus sich erstreckenden vulkanischen Gebiete sich be- 
ziehen. 

Die Feststellung, daf$ Juden oder jiidische Proselyten in diesen 
fernen dstlichen Gegenden gewohnt haben, mag uns iiberraschen, 
sie kann aber nicht bezweifelt werden. Daf’ es in Damaskus Juden 
und zahlreiche Proselyten gab, ist eine wohlbekannte Tatsache.47 
In einer Mischna werden die dstlich von Damaskus gelegenen 
Wiistenseen mit Bezug auf die Vorschriften des Reinigungswassers 
genannt,48 was natiirlich nur so einen Sinn hat, wenn in ihrer 
Nahe Juden gewohnt haben. 


st 
~ 


Unsere Aufgabe ist es nun, die im Osten des Landes an- 
gefuhrten Grenzangaben unseres Verzeichnisses der Reihe nach zu 
priifen, die Namen festzustellen und zu lokalisieren. 

(24) Auf map ns, welches nach den obigen Ausfiihrungen 
entweder den Ort oder — was wahrscheinlicher ist — das Lava- 
plateau Ez-Zakije bezeichnet, folgt nach der gewdhnlichen An- 
nahme np, das die alte biblische Stadt Kenat sein soll. Aber hier 
gibt es tiberaus auffallige Lesarten. In den Handschriften des Sifré 
liest man niamlich anstatt mipi—npam, bzw. nox (Rom: nip"). 
Dies zeigt, da am Anfang des Namens v oder ™ stand und nachher 
die Buchstabengruppe np:, keinesfalls aber mp folgte! Es muf 
daher angenommen werden, dafs Tosefta und Jeruschalmi den 
unbekannten Namen npi" oder npm sich zurechtgemacht und so 
den _,,biblischen“ Namen nsp gewonnen haben. Dieses Streben, 
»echte biblische“ Namen zu gewinnen, werden wir bei den folgen- 
den Punkten zu beobachten 6fter Gelegenheit haben. — Wie nun 
npx*—np3 zu deuten sei, wei ich nicht mit Bestimmtheit an- 
zugeben. Ich vermute nur, daf$ in inm der Name einer heidnischen 
Kultstatte steckt. Am niachsten liegt es, an es-Sanamen zu denken, 
wo im Altertum mehrere Gétzentempel standen. Der eine war 


47 Bellum j. II 20, 2; s. dazu Derenbourg in Ben Chananja 1867: Forschungen 
des wissenschafilich-talmudischen Vereins Nr. 14. 
48 Para VIII 10; s. mein nan prvn say 71 fh 
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der Fortuna geweiht49 (doch diirfte dieser kaum in Betracht 
kommen, da die Fortuna bei den Juden p72 genannt wurde). Der 
heutige arabische Name ,,Zwei Gotzen“ weist jedenfalls auf eine 
heidnische Kultstatte hin, und die mittelalterliche jiidische Tradition 
(die bei Saadja Gaon vertreten ist) lokalisierte hier das biblische 
Aschtarot Karnajim (,,A. mit den beiden Hornern“).>9 In den griechi- 
schen Inschriften der romischen und byzantinischen Zeit erscheint 
die Stadt mit dem Namen Aton (Aere).5! Dies scheint nicht semitisch 
zu sein. Eine absichtliche Verunstaltung des urspriinglich semitischen 
Namens durfte in npr zu suchen sein. Méchten weitere Unter- 
suchungen mehr Licht tiber diesen dunklen Punkt verbreiten! 

Uber (25) stam ops, ebenso iiber (26) den ,,Trachon des 
Zimra, der an Bosra grenzt“ ist schon oben das Notige gesagt 
worden. 

(27) bieten die Rezensionen einen dem biblischen Jabbok 
ahnlichen Namen; auch Ms. Rom hat xpsr. Es ist aber ganz 
bestimmt, daf hier nicht dieser Flu gemeint ist. Liegt er doch in 
recht weiter Entfernung von dem Gebiete, in welchem wir uns 
befinden! Es sind wieder die von den beiden anderen Hand- 
schriften gebotenen ,,schwierigen“ Lesarten heranzuziehen. Da 
findet man spor und xpp. Das * ist wohl sicher zu streichen; dann 
erhalt man xpos, d. h. als den eigentlichen Namen xpo. Darin ist 
nun zweifellos Zax«ka der Inschriften5? zu erkennen. Es liegt 
im Osten des Trachons und heift heute noch Schakka. Eine 
Beschreibung mancher prachtvoller Bauten dieser einst bedeuten- 
den Stadt findet man im Reiseberichte Wetzsteins.5° 

(28) bieten samtliche Quellen (auch die Handschriften) pawn; 
und doch kann diese Lesart nicht die urspriingliche sein! Hesbon 
war eine emoritische K6nigsstadt (heute heift der Ort Hesban), 
die in einer Linie mit der Nordspitze des Toten Meeres lag; da 
wir aber in den folgenden Punkten noch einige trachonitische, 
bzw. hauranitische Lokalitaten erkennen werden, so kann bei 
Punkt 28 nicht an das weit siidlicher gelegene Hesbon gedacht 


49 Baedekers Palastina und Syrien® (1904), S. 139. 
50 oat pot aay S. 80 s. Vv. op mnnwy. 

51 Thomsen, Loca sancta, S. 16: Aere. 

52 Thomsen a. a. O. 100. 

53S. 57 ff.; 68 Anm. t. 
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werden. Es handelt sich offenbar wieder um die jedenfalls sehr 
alte Verschlimmbesserung eines Kopisten, die dann von samtlichen 
Rezensionen iibernommen wurde. Der urspriingliche Name muf 
natiirlich ahnlich pawn oder jswn ausgesehen haben. Diesen nach- 
zuweisen wird uns nicht schwerfallen. 

Siidlich vom Trachon (26) erstreckt sich das Haurangebirge.. 
Daf auf ihm zur Zeit des zweiten Tempels zahlreiche Juden. 
wohnten, kann mit voller Sicherheit behauptet werden. Schon 
der Umstand, da der Prophet Ezechiel die Grenze von IY 
(47. 16 18) unter den Grenzpunkten des zukiinftigen Landes 
Israels nennt, mufte die Besiedlung dieser Gegend begiinstigen. 
Tatsichlich findet man einen aus dem Hauran stammenden 
Lehrer, der gegen Ende der Tempelzeit in Jerusalem lebte. Es ist 
R. Johanan, der Sohn der Hauraniterin (mnnn j2 mdglicherweise 
einer Proselytin), oder kirzer: ,der Hauraniter“, snn.54 Sein 
Heimatsort wird nicht naher angegeben. — In der bekannten 
alten Mischna, welche tiber die Anziindung der Feuersignale der 
Neumondsheiligung berichtet (Rosch hasch. II 4), wird als ost- 
jordanischer Berg jn genannt. Handschriften bieten posn. 
Darunter kann nicht ,,die Umgebung des Gebirgsstockes, der noch 
heute Geb] Hauran heift“55 gemeint sein, vielmehr ist darunter,. 
wie die tbrigen in der Mischna und Tosefta angefiihrten Namen 
zeigen, eine bestimmte alleinstehende Bergkuppe*® zu verstehen. 
Wo lag dieser? 

Im Siidwesten des Haurangebirges findet man den auch aus 
dem Altertum nachweisbaren Ort Hebran.51 Wie die dort ge- 
fundene aramiische Inschrift (aus 47 n.) bezeugt, lag die Stadt im 
Gebiete des Philippus. Unweit von ihr erhebt sich eine der 
hochsten Spitzen des Haurangebirges (1478 m hoch). Darin er- 
kenne ich den Berg >nn—j73n von dem auch die Stadt Hebran. 
ihren Namen erhielt. Diese aber ist wohl sicher in unserem Grenz- 
verzeichnis zu finden, nur muf statt arm—jnan (d. h. Habran) 
gelesen werden. Ein Abschreiber, der osm (= Hebr6n) nur in. 


54 Sukka II 7; Erubin 13; Jebamot 15>. Vgl. Derenbourg a. a. O. 

55 Schiirer I4, 427. 

56 Vel. in der Tosefta R. h. Il: peinn owsss mews pews ya pws 
puns ...o°m13an. Zur Sache vgl. snn pon aay 20. 

57 Schiirer I4, 428 Ende der Anm. 3. 
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Judaa kannte und es wohl wufte, daf$ man sich hier im Ostjordan- 
Jande befindet, beeilte sich (mittels einer kleinen Anderung) eine 
ostjordanische Stadt hierherzusetzen, und schrieb anstatt psn — 
jawn, bzw. pawn. Eine jiidische Bevélkerung in der Haurangegend 
(jan ms nyps) und insbesondere in der Stadt pwn kann bis weit 
in die Amorierzeit hinunter nachgewiesen werden. Ja noch zur 
Zeit der Entstehung des Islams und im spateren Mittelalter konnen 
die Spuren jiidischer Siedlungen in dieser Gegend festgestellt 
werden.58 

(29) Wieder mufi der urspriingliche Name aus der falschen 
Lesart herausgeschalt werden. Diese bietet etwa 171 5m, und doch 
kann es sich hier nicht um den siidlich vom Toten Meere die 
Grenze des Landes bildenden Bach (Deut. 2. 13, 14) handeln! 

Zum Gliick ist in diesem Fall die urspriingliche Lesart leicht 
festzustellen; sie lautete: tm 75m359 oder (hebr.) 14 nbn, d. h. 
»Rosental“. Auf diese Lesarten kénnen die iibrigen verderbten 
leicht zuriickgefiihrt werden. — In unserem Grenzverzeichnis ist 
der westlich vom Hebran, yran (28), nach “Ataman sich hinziehende 
Wadi Dahab, bei den Griechen Chrysorrhoas genannt, gemeint. 
Unser Verzeichnis bietet den urspriinglichen semitischen Namen. 
Das eben genannte “Ataman, das wir bald in unserem Verzeichnis 
kennenlernen werden (30), liegt an beiden Ufern dieses Tales, 
das seinen Namen natiirlich von den es zierenden Rosen erhielt. 
Wetzstein © berichtet: Unter der reichen Flora [des siiddstlichen 
Haurans] sah ich viele Blumen, die eine Zierde unserer Garten 
sein wiirden, namentlich eine faustgrofse, dunkelrote, prachtvolle 
Lilie (SuSan). Auf der weiten Ebene zwischen Imtan und Enak 
fand ich sie zu Tausenden.“ Ist auch in dieser Schilderung die 
Rose (1) nicht ausdriicklich genannt, so zeugt eben der alte 
Name ftir das Vorhandensein dieser in Palastina gar nicht seltenen 
Blume in dieser Gegend. In der Nahe Jerusalems gibt es auch 
einen Wadi el-Wered, also genau unser 7715 75n3.61 


58 Nachweise in smn pov say 57 £3 58 Anm. 2, wo jinn die Stadt gemeint 
ist; ferner 63. 

59 ToseftaWien. Ms. London: s17 nbnx, 1. [s]n9 abn; Rom: ndnn, Lm adn; 
Oxford: 314 noma, 1. [s]50t mbna, oder: 3[h]1... 

60 a. a. O. 40. 

61 Vel. Low, Flora Ill, 194; besonders 197; ferner 207. 
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(30) Wie weiter (Abschnitt 1V) gezeigt wird, handelt es sich 
um einen Namen m30n, wie das heutige Ataman im Altertum hief. 

(31) Noch immer befinden wir uns im Haurangebiet. p73 
ist namlich nicht das aus Bibel und Mischna und auch Josephus 
bekannte pom) unweit dem Jordan, nordlich vom Toten Meere,®? 
sondern die hauranitische Stadt Napapa der Inschriften,® heute 
Nimra genannt. Sie liegt am gleichnamigen Wadi siidlich von 
Sakka (27). Die Stadt ist auch aus dem Jeruschalmi bekannt, 
und zwar wird sie als aufSerster Grenzpunkt jenes Gebietes ge- 
nannt, wohin noch die die Neumondsheiligung mitteilenden Boten 
aus Palastina (Galilaa) gelangten.®4 Bemerkt sei, dafs dieser Grenz- 
punkt an ungenauer Stelle im Verzeichnis des Sifré erscheint; nach 
der Lage des Ortes miifSte er namlich auf (27) folgen. Wahrschein- 
lich ist der Name erst spater hinzugefiigt worden, als die jiidische 
Siedlung sich dort befestigte. Die oben erwahnten Jeruschalmistellen 
stammen aus dem 3. Jahrhundert, und der gleichen Zeit gehort 
auch die Mitteilung des Eusebius an, der tiber den ,,bedeutenden 
Ort“ Napaoa berichtet.6 

(32) Die Feststellung des urspriinglichen Textes bietet hier 
manche Schwierigkeiten. Das zweite Wort ist richtig als der Name 
von Zopoa, heute Zorawa, also ‘xm oder xm erkannt worden. 
(Es liegt im Siidwesten des Trachons.) Dagegen ist das ‘x71 voran- 
gesetzte xno, mon, 6:51, sy unerklart geblieben. Die Lésung 
bringt wieder der lokale Befund. Im Trachon- und Haurangebiet 
findet man des 6fteren das Ortsappellativum Melah. Es bezeichnet 
die Grube oder die Bodenvertiefung, die zur Salzgewinnung ver- 
wendet wird. Es konnte natiirlich auch als Ortsbezeichnung 
dienen; so kennt man ein Melah es-Sarrar im Siidosten des Hauran, 
inschriftlich als Movaex(ov) bezeugt.67 In unserem Verzeichnis, 
wo zwetfellos mb» zu lesen ist, kann nur eine Lokalitat in der 


62 Hildesheimer, S. 60. 

63 Thomsen a. a. O. 92. 

64 Siche meine ornw omesa (Pal.-Stwd. Il), S.44 Nr.3 und weiter Ende 
Abschnitt V. 

65 On. 138 44: K@pn peytorn ev ti Baravaic. 

66 Ms. London hat hier zwei Varianten aufgenommen. 

67 Wetzstein, Ausgewahlte griech. und lat. Inschriften etc., p. 275. Siehe auch 
ZO PV XXSH1 87: 
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Nahe Zoroas in Betracht kommen. In seiner Nahe trifft man tat- 
sachlich ein Melibat el-‘Atasch und ein Melihat esch-Scherkije 
(siidlich vom ersteren) an. Ersteres konnte sehr wohl nach Zoroa 
als xmnca s)n"> ,,Meliba von Zoroa“ bezeichnet werden. 

Mit diesem Grenzpunkt ist die Abgrenzung der Trachon- 
und Haurangegend beendet. Nach den oben genauer beschriebenen 
drei Lavaplateaus wurde ein viereckiges Gebiet, das durch die 
Namen von ype (27), p23 (31), yn (28) im Osten, 15 75n3 (29), 
momen (30) im Stiden und ‘xm mba (32) im Nordwesten be- 
zeichnet ist, als zum Lande Israel gehorig festgestellt. Im Ost- 
jordanlande werden iiberhaupt keine anderen Grenzpunkte mehr 
genannt, oftenbar, weil es keine jiidischen Siedlungen mehr hatte: 
eine wichtige Handhabe zur Zeitbestimmung unserer Urkunde 
(vgl. Abschnitt VII). 

Als Grenzpunkt (33) bietet das Verzeichnis mx") 5p, einen Punkt 
in der Nahe der nabataischen Hauptstadt Petra, deren semitischer 
Name Apxepn, d.h. op3 war und in deren Nahe ein Tal (x"3—783) 
und ein Ort Pac (heute el-Gz) existierte.6 

Zum Schluf werden noch, nach der Riickkehr zum Aus- 
gangspunkt, die popwxt xvra die ,Garten von Askalon“ (wo 
Gemiisebau eifrig betrieben wurde®) genannt. 

Die letzte (35) Angabe, welche von der ,,nach der Wiiste 
fiihrenden grofen StrafSe“ spricht, diirfte hier kaum am Platze 
und auch nicht urspriinglich sein. Es kann hier nach Bestimmung 
des siidlichsten Punktes bei Petra und nach der Riickkehr zum 
Ausgangspunkt, Askalon, nicht mehr von der Strafe, welche etwa 
nach der igyptischen Wiiste fihrt, gesprochen worden sein. 
Naheres s. weiter Abschnitt III. 


Eine kurze Ubersicht der in der Sifré-Rezension enthaltenen 
Angaben ergibt folgende Statistik: 

1—4: Kiistenstadte; 

s5—22: Grenzorte Galildas im Westen, Norden und Nord- 
osten; 


68 Niaheres bei Hildesheimer, 69 ff. 
69 Siehe meinen Artikel Askalon im Probeheft der Enzyklopadie des Juden- 
tums Escbkol. 
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23—32: Trachonen und Hauran; 

33: bei Petra; 

34: Ausgangspunkt. 

(35: Zusatz.) 

Bei Punkt 32 hat Ms. London zwei Lesarten yerzeichnet, 
deren keine den urspriinglichen Namen genau wiedergibt. 


II. Diz TosEFTa-REZENSIONEN 


(DTI_BTN DD NN|BDIN) 
Seow? pax on 


ayn Sum (19) nopwx nwa (1) 

myst xnaDn (20) sop ww Sa main (2) 

moon (21) stave (3) 

snp at wpD) (22) voypt en (4) 
xdoypds oxbey xdamm (23) xn-sa (5) 
PDD yD inp pps wen (6) 

bop novo ms (24) wana nym (7) 

xoinst ap (25) xmvst ux (8) 

mays oinnst xnstw (26) bb max (9) 
navn (27) xmyn 8301 (10) 

nap (28) men (11) 

sant moma (29) xmp0 (12) 

xmin‘a tim (3.0) sm xmane) (13) 

pan (31) sat snav (14) 

xin tp (3.2) xnoyt xx (15) 

mea op (33) spy» (16) 

poswrwst xn (3.4) xnsi Sy (17) 


nwann (18) 


Die in der Erfurter (jetzt Berliner) und in der Wiener Hand- 
schrift der Tosefta enthaltenen Texte unseres Verzeichnisses sind 
nicht in allen Punkten tbereinstimmend; sie sind auch nicht 
gleichen Ursprungs und miissen gesondert betrachtet werden. 

a) Der Text der E (= Erfurter) -Tosefta ist kiirzer. Er zeigt 


folgendes Bild im Vergleich mit der Rezension des Sifré (Ab- 
schnitt J): 
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(1—4) sind im wesentlichen gleich. Bei (2) wird zu ,,Mauer 
des Stratonturmes* sachlich richtig op4 ,,.von Casarea (sc. mari- 
tima)* hinzugeftigt; zu (3) 7-4[4 x-w] [,,die Mauer von] Dor“. 
— Statt des hebraischen i>y main wird hier (4) das aramiische 
12y7 Nw verwendet. — (5) xn725 folgt hier richtig nach Akko 
{s. I, 7). — (6) ist natiirlich jny3t pym wn zu lesen;7 dann (7) jnyn 
x72, wobei wieder aramiisches x71 statt mpzy im Sifré auffalle. 
Das 'y ist sprachlich richtig; ‘x im Sifré wiedergibt die galilaische 
Aussprache. — (8) hat statt hebr. “rea: xm ux. Ob dies = sr 
»oteinhaufen* ist? — (9) SSit snpxp ist blo andere Schreibart 
fiir yop. — (10) lies: xmyt xp. 

New ist (11): man. In der Wiener Tosefta findet sich xyan; 
{im Jerusch. pan) jedoch in anderer Reihenfolge, ein Umstand, 
der zeigt, daf$ es sich um einen spateren Einschub handelt. Der 
urspriingliche Name wie auch die Lage miissen nichtsdestoweniger 
festgestellt werden. — Hildesheimers Kombination 7? (statt mban 
mit Zuhilfenahme von xan) man mit dem heutigen Tibnin 
scheint mir nicht richtig zu sein. Das 5 ist nicht ohne weiteres in 
3 zu andern, vielmehr kann 3 sehr leicht Schreibfehler fiir 5 sein. 
Ferner liegt Tibnin etwas zu weit n6rdlich von den bisher ge- 
nannten Orten. Daher schlage ich Dzb/ in der unmittelbaren Nahe 
von ‘Aita (10) und Ramya (14) vor. Zu dem Lautwechsel dibl = 
m>pn k6nnen mehrere Analogien bei palastinischen Ortsnamen 
angefiihrt werden.73 

(x2) Fiir xna"0 ist nach Sifré xnyap zu lesen; fiir (13) xnanD — 
“ynt xmana. — (14) ist nach den Ausfithrungen in Abschnitt I 
a7 smart zu lesen. — (15) muf heiSen: smyt sqya(n). — (16) 9 
saw mag die urspriingliche Lesart statt 5zp-» sein und die Bedeu- 
tung wie Kallirrhoé™4 haben. — Zu (17) xnan Sy s. weiter sub 5 
Punkt 21. — Fiir (18) lies: nen = xnvy7n75 im Sifré. 


70 sy ist natiirlich Schreib- oder Lesefehler. 

71 Jedoch diirfte urspriinglich s»» gestanden haben, vgl. Abschnitt I und 
hier sub 3D 5. 

72S. 22 ff. 


73 5=n: neq = neny =Jotapata; 3 = naz = Narbata, vgl. Pal.-Stud. IV, 
3 ff. — Zu p=b s. Hildesheimer, S. 22 f. und weiter Punkt 20. 

74 Vel. Ber. r. 33 § 4 ed. Theodor 308 1:3 naw pry = Kaddippdn. 

75 » =y vel. oben Anm. 28 und weiter Anm. 84. 
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(19) svan Sx ist neu. Der Name bedeutet wohl ,,Turm des 
Harubbaumes“,76 deshalb ist er nicht mit el-Hirbe (,,die Ruine“) 
zu vergleichen. Genaue Identifikation kann ich nicht geben, doch 
diirfte der Turm unweit ‘Jjjon gestanden haben, das (20) hier folgt. 
xndp) (statt xm31p32) py ist phonetisch richtig. — Zu (21) npn 
vgl. weiter Abschnitt IV, Punkt 2 und 3; ebendort in bezug auf 
N79 TDI NID (22), das einer griindlichen Zurechtstellung bedarf. 
— Zu (23) ist nichts zu bemerken. 

(24) bietet die Tos. E zwei Varianten: a) nop nz, das nach 
den obigen Ausfihrungen (I, 23) mi2p n° zu lesen ist; b) 52 diirfte 
Schreib- oder Lesefehler statt nzp sein. Der Abschreiber wufste 
nicht, ob nap oder 520 zu lesen sei, und nahm deshalb beide in den 
Text auf. — (25) lies nach dem Obigen (I, 25) x-am) pps. — (26) 
ist der kiirzere Name des siidlichen Trachons. — (27) lies: jaan 
(s. oben I, Punkt 28). — (28) ist in xpo zu andern (I, 27). — (29) 
lies: sat dna (I, 29). — Zu (30) mia‘ a» s. Abschnitt IV, Punkt 6. 
— (31) ist richtig. — (32) Fiir "x71 »5» ist einfach xm m5 zu lesen. 
— (33—34) sind in Ordnung. — Die Angabe betreffs der ,, grofen 
Strafe, welche nach der Wiiste fiihrt“ feblt: ein Beweis, daf sie im 
Sifré spater hinzugefiigt wurde (vgl. Ende I). 

Zusammenfassend kann folgendes festgestellt werden: 

1. der Text von E zeigt durchwegs (aufer 1) aramdische Far- 
bung; 

2. gegentiber Sifré fehlen hier die dortigen Punkte 14, 15, 24 
(und richtig 35); 

3. neu sind dagegen hier 11 und 19; 

4. zu 24 hat E eine Variante verzeichnet. 


b) Beziiglich der Wiener Handschrift der Tosefta77 ist folgen- 
des zu bemerken: 

(2—3) zeigt der Text eine Verwirrung. Richtig mu er lauten: 
(2) [w]nw 533» maim. Dazu gab es eine Variante mopt Nw 
(=o vel. bei a), die inhaltlich das gleiche besagt. Der Ab- 
schreiber wufte dies nicht und fiigte die Variante an (3) an, wo 


76 Siehe Krauss, HUCA I, 198. 

7 Eine tabellarische Anordnung der Namen findet man bei Hildesheimer 
zwischen p. X und XI, weshalb sie hier fortbleiben kann. Hildesheimer ver- 
zeichnet die Varianten (in Klammern) aus ed. prince. (s. bei ihm p. X Anm. 32). 
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aber der Text zu lauten hat: -[5] -2w178 oder wohl richtiger 
an[s] sw. — (5) ist beachtenswert poy 85 wen fiir pys (ahn- 
lich Sifré: 2). Die Endung p°- statt p- mag in Galilda richtig sein.8° 
— (8) kms) ist natirlich xn = xm 13 zu lesen.8! — (9) lies: 
xo-Srn wnwxps, denn es handelt sich blof& um ein Castrum. — (10) ist 
povys 82yeysip1 zu lesen, wo pny fiir xnvy beachtenswert ist. — 
(x1) lies: 25 xmimm (s. oben zu 4 14). 

(12) bietet einen neven Punkt: xnan 21. Hildesheimer ver- 
zeichnet die Variante ‘1 “wi. Ist diese richtig, so kime et-Tire 
nordostlich (11) in Betracht. Nérdlich davon liegt Ras et-Tire. 
Ahnliche Ortsnamen finden sich auch sonst in Galilaa,83 daher 
ware die Hinzuftigung von xna5 ,,Grof T.* erklarlich, wahrend 


dies bei "15 unndtig ware. Zu (13) sven s. oben sub a. — (14) 
lies: snap. — (15) lies: a[}]ns snoana. — (16) muf lauten: x[a]sm 
xniv[p]a. — (18): memos. — (19) ist die Namensform 5xx=* be- 
achtenswert. 


(20) xnwiy ist new und nur hier zu finden. Hildesheimer ver- 
gleicht wohl richtig Hallasije84 am Nahr Kasimije. 

(21) nna odix gegentiber ‘1 xbid des Sifré verdient unbedingt 
den Vorzug. In der Tosefta E findet man ‘Sy, worin wohl ur- 
spriingliches aby vermutet werden darf. In der galilaischen Aus- 
sprache ware dies = nbwx. -Hildesheimer hat den Ort in “Almén 
am Nahr Kasimije dstlich von (20) festgestellt. Ein anderes obi 
ist in Untergalilaa bekannt;85 daher hier das Appellativum xn=7 
wie oben (12). — (24) sw ist nur in dieser Handschrift vorhanden. 
Ich vermute es in Dér Mimas im Siiden der Ebene von “Jon, nach 
welchem es in unserem Verzeichnis erscheint.86 — Zu (25—26) 


78 Statt s7. 

79 Danach sind meine Ausfiihrungen in Kiistenstrafse p. 4 hinfillig. 

80 Vel. pubs = pods (MGW 1927, 266); pysy =jwsv (Pal.-Stud. IV, 40 f.); 
jrssy = AxxaBaowv (bei Josephus). 

81 Siehe Anm. 18. 

82 Ed. princ. hat hier x-x21p, wo 8 =» richtig sein kann, da man mit einer 
galilaischen Ortsbezeichnung zu tun hat. 

83 Vel. Horowitz: mmo x, 304: mw und in den Anmerkungen. 

84 Zu y=n vel. Anm. 28, 75. 

8 Horowitz a. a. O. 23. 

86 Zum Namen vgl. Krauss, HUCA I, 197 Anm. 67; Léw, Flora Wl, 417. 
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s. Abschnitt IV.— (28) lies: npx[+]. — (29) lies: sam 87a. — 
(31) xnvtnw oy" scheint eine biblische Ortsbezeichnung zu sein; in 
Wirklichkeit eine der am meist verderbten Stellen unserer Liste, 
s. weiter IV. — (33) lies: swt nom. — (34) lies: spe. 

(37) Sanm man ist zew und findet sich nur hier und im Jeru- 
schalmi: x-umt mas. Man nimmt an, es sei damit die bekannte 
syrisch-agyptische Grenzstadt man Papi gemeint.88 Auffallig ist 
dann die Reihenfolge, da dieser Punkt jedenfalls nach mx apn bei 
Petra stehen miifte, wahrend er hier vor diesem, ja sogar vor 
Ammon und Moab (38) erscheint. Jedoch ist (38) ein spaterer Ein- 
schub, wie weiter (Abschnitt V, 11) gezeigt wird. Immerhin bleibt 
man auch so sehr auffallig, wenn nicht etwa ein anderes n'p5 im 
Ostjordanlande angenommen werden darf, was noch weiter (Ab- 
schnitt III) zu erwagen sein wird. 

Ubersicht: 1. Die Namen werden in der Wiener Tosefta- 
handschrift mit } aneinandergereiht ;89 

2. gegentiber Sifré fehlen die dortigen Punkte 15 und 23 
(dieser in Tosefta E vorhanden); 

3. neu sind hier 11, 20, 37, 38 (Zusatz). 


III. Der JERUSCHALMI-TEXT* 


kann nach den bisherigen Untersuchungen wie folgt hergestellt 
werden: 


NYP DVT Sw TT Sw [rw ]aw So 99 min [popwx] nwa 
ANITA) SST Anan .[xnvys] syapr -xmw mar -xmoss) -xoySs5 
“TORY PNY -NYI ya WN -NOMNT NA) ns sm) 92.anpo1 em Sean 


87 Ed. princ. hat non, das sicher aus mum entstanden ist. Jedenfalls beweist 
die korrupte Lesart, da& zu Beginn des zweiten Wortes ein 1 (nicht 4) gestanden 
hat (vgl. Abschnitt I zur Stelle). 

88 Hildesheimer 66 ff.; meine Kiistenstrafse 2 f. 

89 Ausnahme Punkt 4, wo dies sicher nur Zufall ist. 

* Vel. dazu aufer Hildesheimers Tabelle (zwischen p. X—XI) Luncz 
pow XI—XI. 290 ff.; ferner Ginzbergs Geniza-Fragm. p. 362°; Kommentar 
des pry 25d js ~wnz in der gro&en Wilnaer Mischnaausgabe zu Schewiit VI, 1. 

90 main in Geniza-Fragm. 

91 sw, doch kénnte dies aus -w entstanden sein; yw, wie mx. 


% So richtig in Geniza-Fragm. 
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maq mas 9...eyt xmas snot aby orn Sty: 94 nym 93.qep 
mda -agiad onnmst ssn: ppp pa aSpnds mxdoy gown 95... 999 
nad. ada FT aT maT np 97.nd0 mend yee 96st 

-POPWNT PN AT Opa 95.91 et Nom appr san std 


Auffallig sind die mehrfachen Umstellungen. Daf G‘atan 
(I, s —6) an unrichtiger Stelle erscheint, ist offensichtlich. Es scheint, 
daf der fahrlassige Abschreiber die an einer Stelle vergessenen 
Namen ohne viel Uberlegen an einer anderen Stelle ,,nachholte“. 
— Auch hier erscheint 525 nos (fiir na>), wie in der Variante der 
Tosefta (IIa, Nr. 24). 

Unerklart ist die Stellung von scant man und nadir qos 
sas5 inmitten ostjordanischer Ortschaften, falls diese Angaben 
auf eine Gegend im Siidwesten Palistinas sich beziehen sollten 
(s. Ende I). 

Daher glaube ich beziiglich des , grofen Weges“ der Ansicht 
von Z. Horowitz und A. M. Luncz% beipflichten zu miissen, 
daf darunter die groffe ostjordanische PilgerstrafSe gemeint sei, die 
im Osten des Landes von Nord nach Sid sich ziehend nach der 
arabischen Wiiste fuhrt. Hier ist natiirlich nur jene Strecke gemeint, 
die an der Westseite des Trachons lauft, hier zugleich die West- 
grenze des jiidischen Gebietes bildend. 

Ist es aber so, dann muf auch s72(1)m man der Tosefta 
(oben, Ende Abschnitt II), bzw. stant man im Ostjordanlande an- 
gesetzt werden. Der Sprachgebrauch, bzw. die Ubersetzung des 
biblischen osn mit man und “wy mit sin in den Targumim kann 
bei Entscheidung dieser Frage nicht mafgebend sein,! da es 
sich hier um wirkliche Ortsbestimmungen handelt, wahrend die 
Targumim die zu ihrer Zeit geltende Exegese wiedergeben. Freilich 
hat — wie wir weiter (Abschnitt IV) sehen werden — das palastini- 
sche Targum man (ohne xvas) des Grenzverzeichnisses auf das im 


93 Geniza-Fragm. pe. 

94 Geniza-Fragm. rose, also s=n= y. 

95 Die Erganzung s. Abschnitt IV. 

96 Palastinische Schreibart mit 3 (s. oben Anm. 73). 

97 Komm. vn» hat hier 20 95395 mm, das ich nicht erklaren kann. 
98 ymax pax spno (Jerusalem w’ysn), S. 58 ite 

99 a,a.O. 301 Anm. 8). 

100 Hildesheimer, S. 67. 


220 SAMUEL KLEIN [24] 


Siidwesten gelegene Rafiah bezogen, doch kann dies bei Beriick- 
sichtigung der oben genannten Griinde nicht als richtig anerkannt 
werden. 

Moglicherweise ist sam des Jeruschalmi mit Riicksicht auf 
jene Exegese dem urspriinglichen man hinzugefiigt worden. Doch 
wage ich dies nicht als sicher zu behaupten, da wir ja im Nord- 
osten des Ostjordanlandes eine xan genannte Gegend — einen 
der beiden Trachonen — feststellen konnten. 

Jedenfalls mu aber n5n oder x72n7 | des Grenzverzeichnisses 
hier im Osten, und zwar in der Nahe der ,,grofen“ Pilgerstrafe, 
neben der es genannt ist, gelegen haben. Wir sind in der Lage, 
diesen Grenzort im Osten aus alter Quelle nachzuweisen: 

Josephus fiigt jenem Kapitel, wo er die Grenzen Galilias, 
Samarias und Judiaas feststellt,!0! noch einige Angaben beziiglich 
des Reiches von Agrippa II. hinzu. Dieses umfafste die Toparchie 
von Gamala, Gaulanitis, Batanaea und Trachonitis. Es begann 
beim Libanon und den Quellen des Jordan (im Norden) und 
reichte (im Siiden) bis zum Tiberiassee; seine Ausdehnung (von 
Ost nach West) war vom Dorfe Arpha («apn Apacs) bis Julias 
(ndrdlich vom genannten See). Gemeint ist bei ’Appac das heutige 
Er-Rafe westlich von Zoroa, in der unmittelbaren Nahe (dstlich) 
der grofen Pilgerstrafe.!02 Das ist nun m+a7 unseres Grenzverzeich- 
nisses im Osten des Landes. Daf in der Transkription des Josephus 
das n am Schlusse des Namens nicht erscheint, kann angesichts des 
ahnlichen Pocpun (= man) nicht tiberraschen.!03 Und daf der 
heutige Name dieses ) gleichfalls nicht aufweist, hangt damit 
zusammen, dafs im Norden und Nordosten die Gutturale be- 
kanntlich schon im Altertum vernachlissigt worden sind. 


IV. RESTE EINER REZENSION DES GRENZVERZEICHNISSES IN DEN 
PALASTINISCHEN IT ARGUMIM zU Num. 34 


In den beiden palastinischen Targumim (a: Pseudo-Jonatan; 
b: Jeruschalmi-Targum) zu den Grenzen des Landes Kanaan 

101 Bellum III 3 5. 

102 Siehe dariiber Klausner im wx nvpnd nsyn mann psp Il, 135. 


103 Ein ¢ wird von Josephus ans Ende der semitischen Namen sehr oft 
gesetzt. 
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(Num. 34) ist eine eigenartige Paraphrase erhalten geblieben, die 
wir in einem Anhang zu dieser Arbeit eingehender besprechen 
wollen. Diese Dabsplatace sch6pfte aus verschiedenen, zumeist 
tannaitischen Quellen, so auch aus unserem Grenzverzeichnis. 
Folgende Namen, bzw. Angaben stammen zweifellos aus unserer 


Urkunde: 


a b 


(x) nN opa(V. 4). ayappr(V.12) (1) a54 (V. 3). ayat op (V. 4) 
(2) nayr aaa non (V. 8) —— 
(3) SM T3575 (V. 8) 





paps (73n sw) pn 
perept xan opr [7] 
(5) sm=r 7p (V. 9) (5) xm>r yp 

(6) snapmt sna (V. 9) _ (6) ans 

(7) ws (V. 9) —— 

(8) 52D mrat (V. 9) 


(4) prep ay xdumm sips (V. 8) (4) ‘ 





(9) xvar pop 55 
(10) man 


(Einige weitere Entlehnungen werden im ,,Anhang“ zu dieser Arbeit besprochen.) 


Dazu ist folgendes zu bemerken: 

(1) ‘Dp wird bald mit ‘x, bald mit ‘y geschrieben (vgl. oben 
die j.-Rezension). 

(2—3) “nan> ist jedenfalls Schreibfehler statt so1> = xo79 
»Festung“. Es werden hier also zwei Festungen genannt: die eine 
des xnyt na, die andere des x71220 13. Was bedeuten diese Namen 
und sind sie oder waren sie im urspriinglichen Grenzverzeichnis 
enthalten? 

Die zweite Angabe ist jedenfalls dem Verzeichnis entnommen. 
So liest man in der Sifrérezension an 18. Stelle x75 737 NOT 
(Ms. London: x27 — |. x2qp); ahnlich in der Toseftarezension 
W (26): step I57 8205; E: sao 1573 sne2 (1. x00) und im j.: sD03 
xTMD 121 755 lies: Nt ADT ABI NID ,,die gro®e Festung des Bar...“ 
Nun ist aber zu beachten, dafs in Tosefta W und E dieser Angabe das 
bis jetzt unerklarte Wort vorangeht: map°m oder x pn, an dessen 
Stelle man im j. napim oder mpm liest. Offenbar ist nap :m in 
napm zu korrigieren. Zugleich zeigt aber der Status constructus 
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von nipr, daf nach diesem ein Wort zu folgen hat. Ich glaube 
sicher, dieses fehlende Wort im Targum zu finden. Die Angabe 
hat zu lauten: xeyr na napm. — mpm ist gleichbedeutend mit x23 
und findet sich auch sonst nicht nur als Name der syrischen Festung 
von Jerusalem, sondern als Name der alten Festung von 35n wn 
(Gischala) in Obergalilaa.104 Es handelt sich also in unserem Ver- 
zeichnis um zwei Festungen, die nach je einem ,,Sohne von...“ 
benannt waren. — Wo lagen sie? — In allen Rezensionen er- 
scheinen sie vor, zum Teil unmittelbar vor dem ,Hahnenbild von 
Casarea“, d.h. in dem ehemaligen ituraischen Gebiete. 

Uber Ituraa erfahrt man in der rémischen Zeit folgendes: 
Sie erstreckte sich vom Libanon im Westen bis Damaskus im Osten 
und bis zu Panias und Ulatha (d. h. bis zur Sumpfgegend des Hule- 
sees) im Siiden. Sie hatte rauberische Bevolkerung und rauberische 
Herrscher, die eine Reihe von Burgen im Libanon errichteten. Sie 
wurden zwar von Aristobul I. (1or—100 v. Chr.) voriibergehend 
besiegt, aber sie erholten sich bald und muSten von Pompejus be- 
kampft werden. Aus der Reihe der ituraischen Herrscher kennen 
wir um 23 einen Zenodoros (Strabo nennt ihn einen Rauber Anorr}<), 
dessen Gebiet nicht nur tiber Panias und Ulatha, sondern sogar 
iiber Trachon hinaus sich erstreckte. Diese Gebiete fielen nach 
seinem T ode dem jiidischen Kénige Herodes zu. Etwa ein halbes Jahr- 
hundert spater (38—49 n. Chr.) herrscht in Ituraa ein gewisser 
Loarysoc (Sohaemus oder Soémus).!05 

Dieser beiden iturdischen Herrscher Namen sind nun zweifel- 
los in den beiden ratselhaften Angaben unseres Grenzverzeichnisses 
zu erkennen. xoyr ist offenbar Doatp.oc. Man trifft zwar diesen Na- 
men in einer Ossuarinschrift in der Transkription ay1p an,!06 aber das 
palastinensische Targum verwendet mit Vorliebe 1 fur 5; so finden 
wir weiter (s. Punkt 5) anstatt xmizp der iibrigen Rezensionen im Tar- 
gum xnict. Ubrigens ist der Wechsel von 0 und 1 in nichtjiidischer 


10¢ T Mak. 3. 45 und sonst; Meg. Taan. II (23. Ijjar); M. Arachin IX 6. 
Zur Sache s. Pal.-Stud. IV, 34 ff. 

105 Alles nach Schiirer 14, 707—725. Uber Zenodorus S. 714. Uber 
Soémus S. 720. 

106 Siehe mein Jiid. Palast. Corpus Inscriptionum S. 56 Nr. 166 aus Nazareth 
wp3 m2 one 72 yw; s. dazu noch Dalman, Orte und Wege Jesu3, S. 66. 
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Umgebung auch sonst zu belegen.!07 xxpr as npn oder 34 XD75 
xy ist also eine Festung des Soémus. Der volle Name des Herr- 
schers war namlich Bar Soémus; so sind viele gut bezeugte itura- 
ische Namen mit 73 = Bar, Bap zusammengesetzt.108 

In der anderen, jedenfalls korrupten Angabe ist der Name 
des oben genannten anderen iturdischen Herrschers, namlich des 
Zenodoros, zu erkennen. Daf x-320 oder xv Name eines Mannes 
oder einer Ortschaft 109 ware, ist absolut nicht belegt; da es nicht 
das wohlbekannte x29 = ovvrfyyopos ist, braucht nicht erst be- 
wiesen zu werden. Zudem ist noch auf die Variante x71%9 zu ver- 
weisen, wahrend ovviyopoc immer “2 geschrieben wird. Auch 
das "1 des j. (x12) ist zu beachten. Der urspriingliche Name ist aus 
den korrupten Lesarten wiederherzustellen; er mu lauten x-0, 
d. i. Zenodoros, bzw. Bar-Zenodoros. — Josephus nennt diesen 
Zenodoros auch mit dem kiirzeren Namen Zeno und berichtet, 
da ein Stiick seines Gebietes an Herodes’ Sohn Philippus iiber- 
geben worden sei.!10 Daher heift es bei Lukas (3. 1), dafs Philippus 
auch iiber Ituraa geherrscht habe. 

Aus den obigen Ausfiihrungen ist zu ersehen, dafs gewisse 
ituraische Gebiete um die Wende des 1. Jahrhunderts im jiidischen 
Besitze waren. Es ist auch zweifellos, dafi Juden in den neuerwor- 
benen Gebieten sich niederliefS{en.!!1 Die Grenzen dieser Gebiete 
muften zu einem gewissen Zweck, den wir spater kennenlernen, 
festgesetzt werden. Die genaue Lage der beiden genannten Burgen 
oder Festungen kann freilich nicht festgestellt und es kénnen 
hiertiber bestenfalls Vermutungen gedufsSert werden.!!2 


107 Vel. nny = vine: MGW] 1917, S. 134. 

108 Schiirer a.a.O. 708 Anm. 5. Auf Inschriften findet man: Bargathes, 
Baramna, Barates (nryns), Bapaong. 

109 Dalman, Wb., Levy, Targ. Wb. 176a: ,,Sannigora“(?!). 

110 Bell. j. I 6, 3; s. dazu Pal.-Stud. IV, 55 f. 

111 j, Berachot I rz 31095 ropes na po mown bound ...pasd main nuvi yn> sews 
by omy xxv. In dem ratselhaften Wort sw erkenne ich den semitischen Namen 
von Ituria = =z (vel. Schiirer a. a. O. 707 f.). Die Stelle besagt also, daf ein 
Kohen sogar nach Iturda reisen diirfe, um ein Feld zuriickzuerhalten. Iturda wird 
hervorgehoben, da dort angesichts der unsicheren politischen Verhiltnisse nicht 
viel Hoffnung auf die Wiedergewinnung des Grundstiickes vorhanden sein diirfte. 

112 Man darf vielleicht an die beiden Festungen Kal‘at Bustra und K. 
es-Subebe unweit Panias denken. Siehe dariiber Robinson, Neuere biblische 
Forsebungen 538 £.; Baedekers Pal. und Syr.8, 229. 
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(4) pip, richtiger nach b opr, ist cix@v Bild“ und 
diirfte die vom Targumisten frei vorgenommene Hinzuftigung 
zu der eigentlichen Angabe des Grenzverzeichnisses sein,!'$ die in 
den Worten op ay xdumm enthalten ist. Richtig muf es natiir- 
lich hei®en: propy..., bzw. nach b props (= Caesarea Philippi 
zur Unterscheidung von pop = Caesarea maritima). In b ist 
iibrigens diese Angabe zweimal enthalten, das erstemal fehlerhaft: 
W4y5p-yy..., lies: xdaran. 

(5) 7p (a), bzw. nist pp (4) entspricht zweifellos sme, bzw. 
mo ma (I, 23). Im Worte pp, richtiger 7p, ist “p ,Dorf< zu 
suchen und diirfte richtig q197 (oder yp) zu lesen sein. Der Tar- 
gumist will damit die Dorfer der Lavagegend Zakuta bezeichnen. 

(6) xsvM7 NMA ist ein sehr bedeutsamer Beitrag zur Zurecht- 
stellung einer Angabe des Grenzverzeichnisses, die scheinbar heillos 
verdorben ist. 

In der Sifrérezension (30) fanden wir xwizo, XnID_, NNIDD, 
dem in Tosefta W (31) und j.xnmaw ar entsprach. Man hat entgegen 
allen kritischen Grundsatzen die an zweiter Stelle genannte Lesart, 
welche eine wohlbekannte biblische Ortsbezeichnung (Gen. 31. 4) 
bietet, akzeptiert,!!5 ohne zu fragen, wieso die Lesart im Sifré und 
die in Tosefta E zu erklaren sei. Letztere hat namlich xnia.0 49, und 
es ist wahrlich undenkbar, daf ein Abschreiber aus dem wohlbe- 
kannten biblischen xniinw 3 das vollig unverstandliche xmia0 71" 
oder xmizp machen sollte. Auch die handschriftliche Uberlieferung 
des Sifrétextes spricht entschieden gegen xmtaw =. Ms. Rom hat 
xmicp; London: xvi; Oxford: xmizp. Sieht man sich diese Les- 
arten genauer an, so kommt man bald zu der Vermutung, dafs 
sie aus xry8mM entstehen konnten, und anstatt xymi>" 1 von Tosefta 
E ist sicher xsvsum 70 zu lesen. 

Die Richtigkeit dieser Korrekturen wird nun nicht blo durch 
unsere Targumstelle erwiesen. Ein in der Tosefta Schewiit IV 9 
erhaltenes Verzeichnis der Grenzorte der jiidischen Stadt Nave 


113 Vielleicht entstand aber das Wort opr unter Einflu8 der oben I, 
Punkt 24 behandelten Grenzangabe mpsm, die schon frith mehrfach korrum- 
piert wurde. 

114 sx5m sw ist die Wiedergabe von pon im Targ. Jon. zu Deut. 3. 9. 

115 Hildesheimer, 57 ff. Er sucht freilich auch smzo (= nes) zu rechtfertigen; 
aber die Varianten sniop, swioo bleiben unerklart. 
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im Ostjordanlande nennt an fiinfter Stelle sun “ ,,die Steinhaufen 
von Hatam“.!!6 Heute entspricht diesem alten Namen “Ataman 
stiddstlich von Nave. Der Ort wurde gekiirzt opn, vollstindiger 
xen genannt. Zur Bestimmung der Grenze verwendete man die 
in der Nahe sich befindlichen ,,Steinhaufen“ (a7 =Rugm) oder 
einen besonders grofsen Steinhaufen, sw. Dieses Wort ist nun ein 
Verhangnis fiir die Abschreiber geworden, da infolgedessen das 
biblische xnianw 3 hierher versetzt worden ist. Der palastinische 
Targumist wollte fur ,Steinhaufen“ einen noch bezeichnenderen 
Ausdruck gebrauchen und verwendete deshalb (statt 11) xna3, das 
auch sonst als Ortsbezeichnung anzutreffen ist.1!17 In b ist das 
Wort in korrumpierter Form als x>ns!!8 enthalten (aber zu pp 
xn21 gezogen), wahrend dort si20nn fehlt. 

Dieser Grenzpunkt erscheint im Grenzverzeichnis inmitten 
trachonitischer Ortschaften, was ja den tatsachlichen topographi- 
schen Verhiltnissen entspricht. 

(7—8) 52d mat xvw> erscheint im Targum als ezme Ortsbe- 
zeichnung. — 520 n° fanden wir in Tosefta E (I 4, Punkt 24) und 
in jals Variante zu ns10 ms (lies: map ma oder nsp). Der Targumist 
fand auch diese Lesart in seiner Vorlage und glaubte sie neben 
dem richtigen xnst (oben Punkt 5) verwenden zu miissen. — Was 
aber soll xD sein? — Es ist mit ed. Ginzburger zweifellos x2 
zu lesen und mit ps des Sifrétextes (I, 12) gleichzusetzen. Dem- 
nach ist im Targum 525 nai x3 zu lesen. 

(9) xnar p2(*)7w 52 in D ist eine wertvolle Variante (statt des 
unrichtigen x7"), die wir durch die handschriftliche Uberlieferung 
des Sifrétextes bestatigt fanden. 

(10) man haben wir oben Ende Abschnitt II besprochen. 
Wichtig ist, dafS der Targumist n=7 ohne x7un7 in seiner Vorlage 
fand. Wir haben den Grenzpunkt im Osten nachgewiesen (s. Ab- 
schnitt III); der Targumist selbst dachte jedoch an den syrisch- 
igyptischen Grenzort, was daraus hervorgeht, daf er unmittelbar 
darauf das aus der jiidischen Literatur sonst unbekannte “ap 


116 Siehe dazu meine Ausftihrungen J/QR N. S. I, 554 ff.3 nnn prvn say, 41 f 
117 Vgl. im Register meiner Beitrége zur Geographie und Geschichte Galilaas: 


MAST NNW PPS I PSBw 312. 
118 So vermutet, wohl richtig, mein Schiiler stud. Schwadron in Jeru- 


salem (wo wir das Grenzverzeichnis als seminaristische Ubung behandelten). 
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(lies: psp) (LvKapacwv der Kirchenvater) an der Kiiste folgen 
18Bt.19 Doch stand dieser Name sicher nicht im urspriinglichen 
Verzeichnis. 

Der Targumist scheint seine hier besprochenen Angaben aus 
dem Jeruschalmi geschépft zu haben. Dafiir spricht die ungenaue 
Reihenfolge ebenso, wie gewisse Ubereinstimmung in der Schrei- 
bung der Namen.!20 Jeruschalmi und Targum! stammen jeden- 
falls aus Palastina, und diesem Umstand ist es wohl zu verdanken, 
da& in dem sonst so schlecht iiberlieferten Targumtext wir doch 
einige wichtige Punkte in genauer Schreibung vorfinden konnten. 


V. VERWANDTE TEXTE 


Zum besseren Verstandnis des grof’en Grenzverzeichnisses 
miissen noch eine Reihe verwandter Texte der talmudischen 
Literatur hier besprochen werden: 

1. Tosefta Ahilot XVII 15 px>5pwsx conn ¢ommx yn awER 
Loe osm ony pan prey 12375 pysn oy: 122293 sy oir ay Sy saps 

Der Bericht besagt, daf$ urspriinglich ein groferes Gebiet um 
Askalon als auslandisch gegolten habe, in spaterer Zeit sei jedoch 
von mehreren Gelehrten eine Abstimmung vorgenommen und die 
genannten Orte seien ,,rein“ — d. h. als palastinensischer Boden — 
erklart worden. Wann diese Abstimmung stattgefunden, erfahrt 
man gleichfalls aus der Tosefta, wonach Rabbi, R. Ismaél b. R. 


119 Siche dazu meine Kiistenstrafse Paldstinas S.2f. Im Targum heift es 
nach Rafiah und Sykamozon: snb-o5 xe app wo sy. Ich glaube, das letzte Wort 
streichen zu miissen, da der Targumist jedenfalls an die Stidwestgrenze dachte. 
Die Ausfiihrungen Dalmans in Pal.-Jahrb. 1924, 58 zu diesem Punkte scheinen 
mir nicht zwingend genug zu sein. Der Targumist hat, wie oben nachgewiesen 
wurde, das tannaitische Grenzverzeichnis vielfach benutzt; und da die Targum- 
stelle vom Ostjordanlande handelt, glaubte ein Abschreiber oder ein Drucker 
an Stelle von xe» oder m35 xo» — xnbdnt xe setzen zu miissen, wahrend der 
Targumist in Wirklichkeit den ostjordanischen Grenzpunkten jene an der Kiiste 
folgen Jatt. 

120 Vel. (>)520 oben II, S. 23; ny fiir mea in beiden Texten. 

121 Ober das Verhiltnis der beiden palastinischen Targumim zueinander 
s.im Anhang. 

122 So im Toseftazitat bei RS zu XVIII 9. In der Tos.: 3323 yn yn yn. 

123 Richuger wohl yn, wie in den Ausgaben der Tosefta. 
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Josse und R. Elazar ha-Kappar auf Grund einer Aussage des 
R. Pinhas b. Jair die Stadt Askalon selbst als rein erklart hatten.124 
Es ist nur natiirlich, daf$ die Reinheitserklarung sich auf das ganze 
Stadtgebiet erstreckte, was ja die erste Toseftastelle ausdriicklich 
sagt. Trotz dieser Reinheitserklarung wurden aber die Stadt und 
ihre Nachbarorte (s*n3m) in gewisser Beziehung als auslindisch 
angesehen, da sie durch das gleiche Kollegium (mit Ausnahme von 
R. Ismaél b. R. Josse) von den Zehntabgaben freigesprochen 
wurden.!25 

Unser Grenzverzeichnis vertritt offenbar den dlteren Stand- 
punkt, da es Askalon aus dem Gebiete Erez Israels ausschlieSt und 
das Territorium des Landes nur bis zum Scheideweg, bzw. zu den 
Garten (1 und 34 im Sifré) reichen laft.!26 Innerhalb des so aus- 
geschiedenen Gebietes lagen die in der obigen Toseftastelle ge- 
nannten Lokalitaten. Mit Sicherheit kann nur 1» — heute e/-Gura 
ganz nahe ostlich von Askalon — festgestellt werden. 

Das grofie Grenzverzeichnis ist also jedenfalls einer der Zeit 
Rabbis vorangehenden Periode zuzuweisen. 

2. Ahnliche Berichte besitzen wir beziiglich der Stadt Casarea 
am Meere. Auch diese galt frither (abiy» ,,seit jeher“ heift es im 
betreffenden Bericht) als unrein, wurde aber bei einer Gelegenheit 
(leider wird nur der Tag: der 5. Adar-scheni, ohne das Jahr, an- 
gegeben) als rein erklart, damit ein jeder (d. h. sogar Kohanim) 
das Stadtgebiet betreten diirfe.!27 


124 315 qo spd sw» yxy js ome | mm nds wp bw mana insww ...meye 
spd prompe my poo: poo prow mxprdoss pwn jos cynd wes Pn one ne pIOpwR 
Da zur Zeit Rabbis kein Pessachopfer dargebracht wurde, so scheint die von 
R. Pinhas bezeugte Tatsache auf die Tempelzeit sich zu beziehen. Vgl. jedoch 
j. Schewiit VI 36°: pba pbowr ued phn pen pmpidy popwx dw pad wen pm. 
s3emsinns. Der Anfang des Toseftaberichtes ist jedenfalls nach j. zu korrigieren. 

Auf Grund dieser Aussage erfolgte die Reinheitserklarung, der auch R. 
Ismaél b. R. Josse zustimmte (vgl. die Fortsetzung: *mnv onxoww nox mxew 5y). 

125 Tos. Ahilot XVII 4: eryx promis) proper... gua mea myosin mony 
DDYT PAN DWE ONS PS Myswn jor wysn yo anwpw. Dies ist das Ergebnis der zweiten 
Abstimmung, deren Gegenstand so bestimmt wird: ?oeyn pax [pw] m3 anaw ane. 

126 Vel. j. Schewiit 36°: pind> pbpws mex ssn popwns 9392 930 13 7B...? MENDY PopwR. 

127 Tos, Ahilot XVIII: psp mse pny 3 spy sai mse spy? ja in 9 yn 
mye maw mms rpm vse pps xdbw oynm (sc. nxews] obs ns ipinnw vsop oy 
enoind ovpso3 bon ya [>] we men ospr mysiey a wy spy 103 sw TINS MENS APTN. NT 
Es gab also zwei Uberlieferungen tiber die Freierklérung von C.; nach der einen 
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Eine andere mehrfach korrumpierte, in unseren Texten 
liickenhafte Toseftastelle gibt auch (ahnlich wie bei Askalon) die 


einzelnen Punkte des urspriinglich unreinen Stadtgebietes an.!28 


geschah dies ohne Abstimmung, d. h. die jiidische Bewohnerschaft hat die 
Friichte des frither als zu Erez Israel gehdrenden Gebietes einfach als auslandische 
Bodenertragnisse angesehen und im Erlafjahre ohne weiteres genossen. Nach 
der anderen Uberlieferung wurde dies von 24 Gelehrten gestattet. Wahrscheinlich 
handelt es sich um die Sanktionierung eines schon bestehenden Zustandes. 

128 Tosefta ebd. 13 (617%): nan ms 3335 737 bw opr sa2s0 Pop ATS APN 
DupN yas owe meoy mds ose) Taw sin me yes by onan an opm one. — Die 
Frage: ,,Welche ist die Ostseite von Ciasarea?“ — nimmt offenbar Bezug auf 
die Mischna Ohol. XVIII 9: nmap pep ayer yep mis, wonach nicht nur das von 
den Stadtmauern umfafte Gebiet, sondern auch die weitere Umgebung im Osten 
und Westen wegen dort befindlicher Graber unrein sei. Obige Toseftastelle gibt 
nun die Ostseite an, wahrend sie von der Westseite schweigt. Mit Recht wurde 
von Biichler (/QR XI, 685) zur Erganzung dieser Toseftastelle das Zitat bei 
R. Samuel b. Gama herangezogen: Dixw j3 312 Nbw op sa258 27(1) 2p s1yB APM 
DOA PAX Hw ANew 492 wNwm Mw monn mo wi. (Der Kopist der Tosefta iiber- 
sprang die Worte von einem -swin bis zum anderen.) Aber dieses Zitat ist voll- 
kommen sinnlos, und der Versuch von Krauss (JQR XIV, 751) es herzustellen 
und zu deuten ergab kein brauchbares Resultat. — Man muf, von bekannten 
Tatsachen ausgehend, dem Sinn der Worte naherzukommen versuchen. 

An Stelle Casareas am Meere stand friiher der Stratonsturm, der in den 
tannaitischen Quellen jww 533» genannt wird (vel. Pal.-Stud. IV, 5 Anm. 19). 
Das tannaitische Grenzvyerzeichnis spricht, wie wir oben (I, 2) sahen, von den 
Mauern (oder der Mauer) des Stratonsturmes zur Bestimmung des vom Lande 
Israels ausgeschiedenen Gebietes, das also als unrein galt. Dieser Turm stand im 
Westen, am Meere. Statt jynw ist auch die Schreibung jxemw denkbar. ([Hiefiir 
bietet die Tosefta mehrfache Belege (vgl. meine Kiistenstraffe S.10 Anm. 3 und 
s.noch T. Gittin II ro: msrp j3, 1. richtig ssp = map); zur Sache vgl. Raschi zu 


Ketub. 69° oben s. v. m3»: py ww 1 proven ‘ma abs o"n NbN mN Ds mp moxd 7d ps 
131 DMNY 31nd TNT MN DpHs ANS NIM. AHN’ mpsn.] 

Man muf nun die Buchstabengruppe wwjasstxbw scharfer ins Auge fassen 
und richtig einteilen; etwa so: diswjan sts dw. Wenn wir das 5 am Ende der 
Buchstabengruppe streichen, bleibt swjs1, worin ich mit gewissen Anderungen 
juwow(w aus 31; 1 aus 7; 7 aus 1 hergestellt] vermute. Ist nun ,Straton“ da, so 
muf vor ihm ,,Turm“ gestanden haben. Daher ist die Buchstabengruppe 3338 
mit geringfiigigen und sicher erlaubten Korrekturen 5432» zu lesen. Die ganze 
Gruppe lautet danach: jrenw Osi Sw. Wenn wir noch das vorangehende sep in 
non dndern, so erhalten wir sew ds10 noin, also die im tannaitischen Gree 
verzeichnis vorhandene Angabe. (Ich bedauere es sehr, mit derartigen Konjek- 
turen operieren zu miissen; eine Nachpriifung der Stelle in der Handschrift des 
Samuel b. Gama ist mir leider unméglich!) Die ganze Toseftastelle, erganzt 
durch die obige Mischna, besagt nun folgendes: mms snap (;) sop say G ) mop me 
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Im Osten der Stadt lagen: a) pbanwe = tetpcavdov, das mit vier 
Saulenhallen geschmiickte Tor;129 b) rwo= rota, die die Stadt um- 
gebende Saulenhalle; c) ein nn n'a, Kelterhaus, dain der Umgebung 
Casareas viel Wein produziert wurde.!80 Nach Jehuda des Backers 
Zeugnis war die dstliche Saulenhalle rein, alles iibrige aber unrein. 

Im Westen werden nach dem von uns zurechtgestellten Text 
genannt: a) jswmw Sa» Sw min, die Mauer des Stratonturmes; 
b) das Ende der alten Mauer. Das zwischen diesen beiden liegende 
Stiick ist unrein, alles andere ist rein. 

Aus allem dem folgt, daf das Stadtgebiet Casareas urspriing- 
lich als unrein galt, wahrend seine weitere Umgebung zum Lande 
Israels gerechnet wurde. Der neue Beschluf hatte den Zweck, das 
Stadtgebiet selbst als rein zu erklaren. Andererseits aber wurde 
das weitere Stadtgebiet (genau so wie bei Askalon) in bezug auf 
die Beobachtung der Bodengesetze des siebenten Jahres als aus- 
landisch angesehen. Der ganz gleiche Beschluf betreffs Askalons 
ist von Rabbi und seinem Bet-din erbracht worden. Man wird 
also nicht irregehen, auch den Beschluf$ betrefis Casareas ihm 
zuzuschreiben. 

Unser Grenzverzeichnis, das als Grenzpunkt die Mauer(n) 
des Stratonturmes nennt, schlief&t offenbar die Stadt selbst aus dem 
Lande Israels aus, vertritt auch hier den alteren Standpunkt, ist also 
jedenfalls alter als Rabbi (d. h. die zweite Halfte des 2. Jahrh.). 

3. Das weitere Gebiet Casareas sollte also als Ausland an- 
gesehen werden. Wie weit dieses Gebiet reichte, wird in einer 
talmudischen Stelle wie folgt angegeben!3!: ,, Alles, was das Meer 
sieht (d. h. alle jene Orte, von wo aus man das Meer erblicken 
kann), ist erlaubt.“ Manche sagen: bis smd. 5-2, manche sagen: 
bis zur Hohle pv (oder psvbn). Ersteres ist Hirbet Maliha, bei 


aman peo Sy pans omm ppm .nbw onan ms 35 oy1 nbw poewe stacy 2op mre 
grow Sao bw mem qa258 2ynpp says mee) — .ppyn pas oIwD nXEY ADD oNwT HTD NIMw 
mroyn pas ows [Amy] (nxey) ads ssw ,nawen seins MD yr. 

129 Vel. Expos. totius mundi 26 (angefihrt bei Thomsen, Loca sancta 74 s. Vv. 
Kaicapera); tetrapylon eius nominatur ubique, quod unum est novum aliquid 
spectaculum. 

130 Siehe Schwarz-Festschrift 393 [six = yop bw am[ijua]; ebendort 391 
Anm. 24. 

131 j, Demaj II r (22¢ 34): mx ow [I]. mit Ms. j. Rom: nz] (ss) ont 52 
[Ms. R: prod] porde mays sy rep ops mex xndee aay sp sees 150. 
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Eusebius MaySwd genannt, nordlich von Casarea.!32 In der Nahe 
dieses Ortes diirfte die oben genannte Hohle zu finden sein. — 
Unsere Stelle fahrt dann fort und sagt unter anderem: *871 7x 
props. Das zweite Wort gibt keinen rechten Sinn; es muf dort 
ein Ortsname gestanden haben: ,,Die Orte jx und... sind wie 
Casarea“, d. h. gleichfalls aus dem eigentlichen Land Israel aus- 
geschlossen. In der Tat findet man in der rémischen Jeruschalmi- 
handschrift 133 -y%1 px, d.h. die Stadt Dor (Dora) (deren Name 
auch sonst in dieser Orthographie erscheint !34) ist gleich Casarea 
zu behandeln. jx diirfte etwa als ,Klein-Zor“ zu erklaren und 
mit dem heutigen Tel Sir, siidlich Dor, gleichzusetzen sein.!%5 

Unser Verzeichnis nennt ebenfalls Dor, und da seine , Mauer“ 
als Grenzpunkt angegeben wird, so ist dadurch das engere Stadt- 
gebiet jedenfalls aus dem Lande Israels ausgeschlossen. Dies mufte 
deshalb gesagt werden, da in der Stadt seit langer Zeit Juden 
wohnten; !86 doch sollte die Niederlassung in Dor den die Reinheits- 
vorschriften beobachtenden Kohanim verboten werden.!37 In 
bezug auf Dor ist offenbar auch spater kein erleichternder Beschluf 
erbracht worden, vielleicht deshalb, weil die jiidische Bewohner- 
schaft keine betrachtliche gewesen. 

4. Beziiglich Akkos liest man in M. Oholot XVIII 9:... 
DySM AND) Pad a7 Dy mam ,,die Ostseite Akkos war zweifelhaft 
(rein), und die Weisen haben sie ftir rein erklart.“ Die Westseite, 


132 Siehe meine Kiistenstrafse, S. af. 

183 Die Photographie stand mir durch die Freundlichkeit Prof. Epsteins- 
(Jerusalem) zur Verfiigung. 

184 Jos. 17. 113 I K6n. 4.113 vgl. Gesenius-Buhl 17, 151. Der Name ist auch 
in einer korrupten Stelle des Babli anzutreffen. Hullin 6*: R. Zéra und R. Ami 
kamen ins Gasthaus »x; Ms. Miinchen: os prap; lies: =x prsd oder =m ’p. 

185 yx als phénikischer Ortsname an der den Phénikiern gehérigen Kiiste 
ist weder auffallig noch aber alleinstehend. Nérdlich Dor findet man es-Surafend, 
das offenbar dem phdnikischen Sarafand, siidlich Sidon (= jrvx -wx now) ent- 
spricht. Wir haben also mit phénikischen Neugriindungen zu tun. Einen zu 
einer gewissen Zeit den Phénikiern gehdrenden Ort vermutet Dalman (Orte3, 61 
Anm. 1) in mis ond ms j. Meg. I 70% (19 von unten) in Untergalilaa. 

136 Die Stadt war seit Alexander Jannai jiidischer Besitz (Ant. XIII 12, 4), 
vgl. Schiirer II, 140. Zu Agrippas I. Zeit wird die Existenz einer Synagoge bezeugt 
(ebd. XIX 6, 3). 

187 Ahnliches geschah ja bekanntlich bei der Neugriindung von Tiberias. 
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die am Meer gelegene, ist jedenfalls rein gewesen; 138 an der Ost- 
seite handelte es sich gleichfalls nur um die unmittelbare Umgebung 
der Stadt (wie bei Casarea). Die Stadt selbst galt fiir auslindisch, 
deshalb wird sie in unserem Grenzverzeichnis durch Nennung der 
»Mauern von Akko“ aus dem Gebiet Erez Israel ausgeschlossen. 

5. Tos. Ahilot XVII 14 (617.1; ff.) 1pm ,a0195 isyH qb 
778 Owe aXeD JIA sayad Oxewe «oy PAN Owe se JI Amd 
139754535 sy pox ows cow cpr 92 Sepa sca oy ...o ps. 

Das rechts (6stlich) von der Akko-Kezib-Strafe sich er- 
streckende Gebiet ist rein (palastinensisch), das westliche ist aber 
auslandisch. R. Ismaél iiberliefert im Namen seines Vaters, das 
gleiche gelte nicht nur bis Kezib (Ekdippa), sondern noch etwas 
nordlicher bis Lablaban, der Nordspitze des Ras el Abjad, bzw. 
bis Lebbana unweit von Wadi Hama. 

Unser Grenzverzeichnis vertritt hier einen anderen Stand- 
punkt. Nach Akko folgt in ihm Gatun siidlich vom Nahr Mef- 
schuh (5; —6) oder xnv> (heute Kabarsa), gleichfalls siidlich vom 
genannten Bache, aber auf der Westsezte der Akko-Kezib-Strafve.140 
Ferner beweist unser Verzeichnis, daf$ weder Kezib noch aber 
Lablaban zum Lande Israel gerechnet wurde. Die Angaben des 
Verzeichnisses weisen also auf eine dem R. Josse (Mitte des 2. Jahr- 
hunderts) vorangehende Zeit hin, da der Kistenstrich im Norden 
noch nicht stark von Juden besiedelt war. 

6. Den mit dem Grenzverzeichnis tibereinstimmenden Stand- 
punkt nimmt ein die Tosefta Schewiit IV 6 (vgl. den fehlerhaften 
Text in T. Halla II 6): svsx Sw anr[5] sna — 2 5sny pox xem is 
14145; 55%. Demnach erstreckt sich Erez Israel bis zum siidlich 
von Akzib (= Kezib) flieSenden Flu; dieser ist der Nahr Mef- 
schuh, an dem wir die oben bezeichneten Grenzpunkte fanden. 

Dies war die ltere Ansicht. Die jiingere, wonach das Land 
bis Kezib sich erstreckt, lat sich genauer datieren; sie stammt von 

138 Vgl. M. Oholot XVIII 6: -inw rawr os... 2reyn poss qin. 

139 Die Lesarten wurden in meiner Die Kiistenstrafse Palastinas S. 10 ff. 
besprochen. Ebendort auch die Identifikationen. 

140 Die obige Barajta gibt freilich auch zu, daf§ es auch auf der Westseite 


einige jiidische Punkte gebe (navn swnw 7b ypnynw cy ...nsoy ixowo), aber dort 
gilt als Nordgrenze Kezib, wahrend, im Grenzverzeichnis der Nahr Mefschuh 


als solche betrachtet wird. 
141 Zum Text s. nwa oyts> pron my~y (Jerusalem) I, 72 Anm. 2. 
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Rabban Gamliel II (etwa 100), !4? obschon sie auf eine alte histo- 
rische Tatsache zuriickzufihren ist. Der Hasmonder Simon war 
namlich Strateg der Meereskiiste von der tyrischen Leiter bis 
zur Grenze Agyptens, d. h. etwa 3 r. Meilen nérdlich von Ekdippa 
bis zum Bache Mizrajims.!43 Die Meeresktiste innerhalb der ge- 
nannten Grenzpunkte war also mit Ausnahme der heidnischen 
Stidte Askalon, Casarea, Dor, Akko, in gewissem Sinne jiidisch. 
Unser Verzeichnis beriicksichtigt mehr die tatsachlichen Verhalt- 
nisse und ist jedenfalls alter als die Halacha (oder Theorie) Rabban 
Gamliels und R. Josses. Aus anderweitigen Stellen laft sich tat- 
sachlich nachweisen, daf} die Kiistenstadte erst nach 70 eine grofsere 
jiidische Bevélkerung erhielten und daf Rabban Gamliel es war, 
der den dortigen Gemeinden seine besondere Aufmerksamkeit 
zuwandte.!44 

7. j. Demaj II 1 sagt der Amora R. Jona, das Land vom 
»Hahnenbild Casarea Philippis“ und hoher sei auslindisch 5s 
Synw" paws jadi ppp Susana, das unter ihm (d. h. siidlich) gelegene 
Land sei wie Erez Israel. Dies stimmt mit der Angabe unseres 
Grenzverzeichnisses (22) tiberein und diirfte ihm entnommen sein. 
Es darf wohl darauf hingewiesen werden, daf§ der Amora von 
dem unterhalb Casareas gelegenen Land sagt, es sei Sxnw prxd 
»wie~ E.J. — ein Ausdruck, der darauf hinzuweisen scheint, da 
jene Landschaft urspriinglich doch nicht zum Lande Israel gehorte. 
Wann sie an Palastina geschlagen wurde, wird zu bestimmen sein 
(s. Abschnitt VII). 

8. j. Schewiit VI 1 (36° unten): Priester befragten R. Johanan 
beziiglich der Strecke von Nave. Er gab ihnen im Namen R. Hunjas 
aus Bet-Hawran zur Antwort: Die Priester pflegen zu gehen bis 
“a7 — und auf der Strecke von Bosra bis zum Pardes.!45 Der 


42 M. HallaIV 8: -yy dene pase (1) aonb mows why raeis byodes ioe 
ome apy mes spr anzn yp (3) 3.-¢mbm one mses apr snan yn snes (2) pmax nbn on 
.+embn; vel. ebd. 7: nas adm sew ods om xemos mononw ros Syeda 725 s. ferner 
M. Schewiit VI 1, wo die gleiche Einteilung zu finden ist: das jiidische Land 
wird also bis Kezib ausgedehnt. 

143 Vel. Pal.-Stud. IV, S. 10 ff. 

144 Siche Pal.-Stud.1, 30 f.; Kiistenstrafse, S. 9 f. 

145 pass wean saws pany p> sex s[xn7] (923) xen ys spam > noxw xvans 
ROMMET TY RMIT NOT FTN FT wo NvanD puna syn. Vel. meine Ausfiihrungen 
in JQR N.S. I, 554. 
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erste Ortsname entspricht Aopo« der Inschriften,!46 heutigem ed- 
Dur, etwa 35 km in der Luftlinie stiddstlich Nave. Doroa gehorte 
noch zu Erez Israel (kommt im Grenzverzeichnis, das jedenfalls 
alter als R. Johanans Gewahrsmann ist, nicht vor), wahrend Bosra 
(heute Bosra eski Schiam) siidéstlich davon nicht mehr zum Lande 
gerechnet wird, da die Priester nur bis zum Prachtgarten vor der 
Stadt gingen. Auch das Grenzverzeichnis betrachtet den ,,Trachon 
von Zimra“ nur bis zur Grenze Bosras als jiidisch (oben I, 26; 
II, 26). 

9g. Einen Grenzpunkt unseres Verzeichnisses, namlich “7 
maven, fanden wir in der Liste der im Gebiete Naves gelegenen 
Ortschaften (vgl. Abschnitt IV, 6).147 

10. Beziiglich pws (31) erfahrt man aus zwei Angaben des j., 
dafs dies der auSerste Grenzpunkt war, bis wohin die ,,Sendboten 
der Neumondsheiligung“ gelangten. Jedenfalls gab es dort eine 
juidische Siedlung.148 

11. In der Tosefta Wien findet man gegen Ende des Ver- 
zeichnisses (38) “sxim1 pay. Keine der anderen Rezensionen weist 
diese Grenzangaben auf; es handelt sich offenbar um einen Ein- 
schub, der in gewissen halachischen Texten seine Begriindung 
findet; diese sind: 

a) Der Schluf der oben sub 6 angeftihrten Toseftastelle lautet: 
ose pax[y] ssi pays sine, d.h. die Grenzlinie des Landes zieht 
sich nahe an Ammon und Moab (im Osten) und Agypten (im 
Siiden); die genannten Lander gehéren naturgemafs nicht zu Erez 
Israel. Urspriinglich mag die Grenzangabe in der Tosefta tatsach- 
lich so gelautet haben: ayy pisyd Jip. Sie wurde dann auf Grund 
einer anderen Stelle abgedndert. 

b) M. Jadajim IV 3 wird namlich die Frage besprochen, wie 
Ammon und Moab beziiglich des siebenten Jahres zu behandeln 
seien. Die gleiche Frage wird dort auch betreffs Agyptens bespro- 
chen. Aus der ganzen ErGrterung ergibt sich, daf$ es sich um eine 
neue Verordnung der zu Beginn des 2. Jahrhunderts lebenden 
Lehrer handelt.!49 Vorher galten die genannten Landschaften in 


146 Ve]. Thomsen, Loca sanctal, 56. ZDPV 1910, 423 mein NTT FTVT IBY 54. 
147 Tos, Schewiit IV 9; j. Demaj II 1. Dazu JQR a.a. O. 554 ff. jrvn nay 42. 
148 j,R.h. I 4; Ketub. II 7. Dazu meine x mypnd ow omes 44 Nr. 3. 
149 Ich habe die Stelle in meinem jrvn 12» 45 f. besprochen. 
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jeder Beziehung fiir Ausland. Sie waren deshalb im urspriinglichen 
Grenzverzeichnis nicht genannt. Daraus folgt, da unser Verzeich- 
nis alter als die genannte Mischna ist. Wohl gibt es gewisse Spuren 
jiidischer Niederlassungen im ammonitischen Gebiet schon aus der 
vorhasmonaischen Zeit;!50 auch nachher siedelten sich Juden in 
Ammon und Moab an, und gleich den anderen jiidischen Einwoh- 
nern des In- und Auslandes zahlten auch diese ihre Schekelsteuer 
regelmafig fiir den Jerusalemer Tempel.!5! Doch diirfte ihre Zahl 
so unbedeutend gewesen sein, daf’ man ihre Siedlungen im 
urspriinglichen Grenzverzeichnis iibergehen konnte. Erst zu 
Beginn des 2. Jahrhunderts wurde erwogen, auch diese Gebiete, 
bzw. Siedlungen ins Land Israel hineinzubeziehen. Diesem Stand- 
punkt entsprechend wurde die Erganzung sxva1 pay in der Tosefta 
vorgenommen. Aber aus mehreren Verhandlungen der Amoraer 
ist klar zu ersehen, da sie diese Gebiete als auslaindisch zu be- 
trachten geneigt waren, obschon es dfters vorkommen durfte, daf 
Juden sich dort Grund und Boden erwarben.152 


VI. SINN UND ZWECK DES GRENZVERZEICHNISSES 


Die im vorangehenden Abschnitt besprochenen verwandten 
Texte zeigen mit aller Deutlichkeit, dafS die Festsetzung gewisser 
Grenzpunkte in der mischnischen und der talmudischen Zeit mit 
den Vorschriften der Boden- und der priesterlichen Reinheitsgesetze 
in engstem Zusammenhange steht. In dieser Richtung ist auch die 
Zweckbestimmung des grofen Grenzverzeichnisses zu suchen. 
Dies ergibt schon der Zusammenhang, in welchem es in Tosefta 
und j. Talmud angeftihrt wird: die Traktate behandeln nimlich 
die Vorschriften des siebenten Jahres. Es war dringend notwen- 
dig zu bestimmen, innerhalb welcher Grenzen diese in Geltung 
stehen. Die alten, in Num. 34 enthaltenen biblischen Grenz- 
angaben konnten nicht mehr ausreichen; insbesondere sind an der 
Kiiste hezdnische Siedlungspunkte entstanden, somit konnten sie 
nicht zum Lande gerechnet werden. In anderen Gegenden, ins- 


150 Ebd., 1 ff. 
151 Tos. Schekalim II 3; vgl. ebd. 14. 
152 yh Schewiit VI, 36° 63—364 17- 
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besondere im Ostjordanlande, besonders im ehemaligen Gebiete 
Halb-Manasses, entstanden wieder neue jiidische Niederlassungen, 
und da erhob sich die Frage: Gehdren diese zum Lande, sind auf 
sie die Boden- und Reinheitsgesetze anwendbar? Diese Frage be- 
antwortet unser Grenzverzeichnis, das also einen religionsgesetz- 
lichen, keinesfalls aber einen politischen Zweck im Auge hat. Frei- 
lich hangen die Grenzpunkte des Landes mit der Ausdehnung der 
Machtsphire des Staates aufs engste zusammen. Es muf daher auch 
die Frage nach der Entstehungszeit (vgl. Abschnitt VII) des Ver- 
zeichnisses gestellt werden. 

Vorher aber noch ein Wort iiber die darin genannten Cte 
punkte im allgemeinen. 

Es wurde mit Recht als fremdartig empfunden, daf$ an der 
Kiiste im ganzen vier Punkte genannt sind. ,,Es bleibt zweifelhaft“ 
— schreibt Dalman 153 — ,,ob Asdod in das jiidische Land des Ge- 
setzes eingeschlossen war, da von Askalon bis Casarea auffallender- 
weise alle naheren Angaben fehlen.“ Die gleiche Frage hatte er 
aber auch beziiglich aller anderen im Grenzverzeichnis fehlenden 
Kiistenstadte stellen konnen! — Die Sache verhilt sich aber so: 
Wir haben oben auf die Tatsache hingewiesen, dafi seit dem Has- 
monaer Simon der Kistenstrich als jiidisch galt; tatsachlich spricht 
eine in Mischna und Tosefta erhaltene Halacha vom Lande Israel, 
das sich von Kezib bis zum Bache Agyptens ausdehnt.!54 Damit 


153 Pal.-Jahrb. 1924, 66. 

154 Siehe oben Anm. 142 und Tos. Halla Ende I (und Parallelstellen), 
wo ose 5n3 genannt wird. 

Der Kiistenstrich von Askalon siidwarts bis zum Bache Agyptens war 
freilich sehr schwach bewohnt. Juden durften dort nur in ganz minimaler Zahl 
sich aufgehalten haben, weshalb iiber jenes Gebiet keine Verfiigung getroffen 
zu werden brauchte, d.h. theoretisch galt es als jiidisch, in der Praxis wurden 
die Boden- und Reinheitsgesetze dort nicht angewandt, weil es kaum Juden 
dort gab. Diesen Sachverhalt erfahrt man aus j. Schewiit VI 36° 49 (Ven.): *300 
ogo Sms... wy yw ope... eprraay mm ams by ma xD aD. 

Die Frage bezieht sich auf die Gegend von Gerar (= Gerarike), stidlich 
von Gaza bis zum Bache Agyptens. Was ys mv bedeutet, ist mir nicht klar. 
Vielleicht ist ys = 23 ,Frucht*. Es sei hier die Parallelstelle nach Ber. r. ed. 
Theodor 702 3-5 (64, 3) angefihrt: 390 »prmisw m 71173 Oy iata mp cep... 
pewge Oma ay 467399 FON TT YA OTs NITW, 

ny3 soll nach den Kommentatoren = 713 = Wohnen bedeuten. Wenn vor 
qm nicht xb zu erginzen ist (wie in j.), so meint die Stelle: Warum wurde be- 
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ist gesagt, da, von der Kiiste landwarts alles heilig sei. Die in un- 
serem Verzeichnis genannten vier Punkte sind eben die Ausnahmen. 
Beziiglich Casareas und Akkos werden als Grund der AusschlieSung 
das Vorhandensein von Grabern auf dem Territorium dieser 
Stadte oder in ihrer unmittelbaren Nahe angegeben. Ahnliches 
haben wir beziiglich Askalons erfahren, da auch dort bei der Grenz- 
bestimmung der Stadt ein ,grofes Grab“ genannt war (s. Ab- 
schnitt V, 1). Das gleiche darf wohl sicher mit Bezug auf Dor ver- 
mutet werden. In allen diesen wie in den tibrigen Kiistenstadten 
(etwa Gaza, Joppe, Apollonia und Hefa) gab es jiidische Ein- 
wohner.!55 Eben mit Riicksicht auf die Priester und manche die 
Reinheitsgesetze beobachtenden Laien mufste der Charakter der 
im Verzeichnis genannten Stadte genauer festgestellt werden. 
Spiiter, nachdem diese Stadte (vgl. oben Abschnitt V) rein erklart 
wurden, hiatten sie keinen Platz mehr im Grenzverzeichnis des 
Landes Israel. 


Was aber die tibrigen, im Norden Galilaas genannten zahl- 
reichen Orte betrifft, so sei zunachst auf die auffallige Tatsache 
hingewiesen, daf kein einziger der Grenzorte, aufer poop Casarea 
Philippi, in der an galildischen Ortsnamen reichen talmudischen 
Literatur sonst erscheint. 


stimmt, daf$ in der Gerariké (so ist natiirlich statt Geradiké zu lesen) die Boden- 
gesetze angangig seien? Antwort: Weil das Wohnen(?) dort schlecht sei (daher 
ohnedies keiner sich dort niederlassen wird). Dazu paft die weitere Frage: Wie 
weit ist dort die Gegend zehntpflichtig (12»n)? — Bis zum Bache Agyptens. 

In j. wird dann mit Recht die Frage aufgeworfen: !nm m3 ty sm, ohne 
darauf eine Antwort zu geben. Gaza liegt in einer fruchtbaren Oase, ist aber 
heidnisch, somit sollte man es (gleich Askalon, Casarea, Dor und Akko) als aus- 
landisch erklaren. Es scheint aber, da zur Zeit der Anlegung unseres Ver- 
zeichnisses keine Juden dort wohnten. Auch spiter diirfte die jiidische Bevélkerung 
eine minimale gewesen sein. 

Zum folgenden Satz in j. "2 nwewp vgl. meine Ausfiihrungen in MGW] 
1920, 186f. und dagegen Epstein, ebd. 1921, 90. 

185 Vel. die zahlreichen jiidischen Grabinschriften aus Joppe in meinem 
Jiid. Pal. Corp. Inscr., S. 36 ff.; ebd., S. 51 (Nr. 157) aus Apollonia; S. 52 aus 
Gaza; S. 54 aus Jabne; S. 99 (Nr. 181): Casarea; dazu noch zwei neue im Sammel- 
band jrz (Jerusalem 5686) I, 18 ff. — Alt hat Pal.-Jabrb. 1922/23 S. 102 Anm. 2 
noch je zwei Inschriften aus Casarea und aus Héfa nachgewiesen. Aus Askalon 
stammt die véllig undeutliche Grabinschrift Nr. 180 (Erginzungen), die aber 
einer spateren Zeit angehdren mag; aus Asdod die Synagogeninschrift Nr. 15 (S. 85). 
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Nun erfahrt man in betreff auf Casarea Philippi, daf dieses 
bis zu einem Hahnenbild palastinisch, nordlich davon auslindisch 
sei. Diese Stadt lag also hart an der Grenze des jiidischen Gebietes, 
ja, es galt nur zum Teil als jiidisch. Ahnlich muf es sich mit den 
ubrigen galildischen Ortschaften verhalten, die unser Verzeichnis 
nennt: sie sind hart an der Grenze Palastinas, d. h. an der gali- 
laisch-syrischen Grenze gelegene Orte, die aber jedenfalls jiidische 
oder neben der heidnischen auch jiidische Bewohnerschaft hatten. 
Siidlich von der Grenzlinie galt der Boden als jiidisch, nérdlich 
davon als heidnisch. Dies hatte besondere Bedeutung fiir die Be- 
obachtung der Bodengesetze auf den an der Grenze gelegenen 
Feldern. Daher werden an einer Stelle unseres Verzeichnisses (I, 11) 
die ,,Ackergrenzen“ (x3) von‘ Ajta genannt. 

Man kennt diese an der Grenze Palastinas, bzw. Syriens ge- 
legenen Orte aus verschiedenen halachischen Bestimmungen und 
einigen agadischen Satzen: 

1. Kauft einer ein Feld in Syrien in unmittelbarer Nahe 
Palistinas, das Feld kann jedoch von Palastina aus in Reinheit er- 
reicht werden (d. h. zwischen dem palastinischen und dem syrischen 
Boden ist keine Trennung vorhanden), so ist das Feld rein und 
die Bestimmungen der Zehnt- und der Bodengesetze des siebenten 
Jahres sind dort angangig.156 

2. Palastinische Stadte in der unmittelbaren Nahe der Grenze 
erhalten besondere Wachter (im siebenten Jahr), damit die Heiden 
nicht eindringen und die (ohnedies sparlichen Friichte) des Brach- 
jahres pliindern.157 

3. Ist die Mauer einer an der Grenze gelegenen Stadt ein- 
gestiirzt, so darf sie an Halbfeiertagen regelrecht wiederhergestellt 
werden (obwohl sonst derartige Arbeiten an Halbfeiertagen ver- 
boten sind).!58 

4. In der Tosefta 159 findet man eine Kontroverse zwischen 
R. Josse und R. Eleazar beziiglich der ,,Grenzen von Erez Israel 

156 M. Oholot XVII 7: 12 dre paxd p51 NO mw mpT. 

157 Tos. Schewiit IV 7: we sbw n> pow ymby peow ap0> nisioo vx nny 
mysw mma W371 O1. 

158 Tos. Moéd K.1 7: snmp .p0> 2190 AMT ON ... AEIDIW yy non 
aon72 nn. — Nr. 3a s. im Nachtrag. 


159 Tos, Maass. sch. Il 15; Baba K. VIII 19: jrainssw vs conn soos vo 5 
9783 p33 8 WON | FIND ANIM. p73. 
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in den [heiligen] Schriften“. Nach ersterem werden sie als Ausland, 
nach letzterem als Inland beurteilt. — Die ausdriickliche Betonung 
der Grenzen ,in den Schriften“ weist darauf hin, daf den beiden 
um die Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts lebenden Lehrern ein Grenz- 
verzeichnis aufer jenem (oder jenen) in den heiligen Schriften ent- 
haltenen bekannt gewesen ist. Wie die dort genannten Grenz- 
punkte zu beurteilen seien, sagen sie jedoch nicht. 

5. In einer anonymen Aggada!® wird das Wort s>nu2wn 
»deine Wohnstatten“ in Psalm 43.3 auf die ,,Grenzgebiete von 
Erez Israel“ angewandt und hinzugefiigt: diese seien ebenso heilig 
wie Erez Israel selbst. Obwohl Mose und Ahron das Volk nur in 
jene Grenzgebiete gefthrt hatten, gilt dies so, als hatten sie es in 
das Innere des Landes gebracht. — Diese Aggada vertritt offenbar 
die Ansicht, daf’ sowohl die in der Bibel, als auch jene in der 
Traditionsliteratur genannten Grenzpunkte als Inland zu beur- 
teilen sind. 

6. R. Josse b. Hanina meint, die im Buche Josua genannten 
Ortschaften seien jene, die an der Grenze der Stammgebiete 
lagen.!6! Auch daraus ist zu schliefSen, daf die Grenzorte als zu 
Erez Israel gehGrig zu beurteilen sind. 

Fur unsere Frage ergibt sich aus diesen Stellen, dafS die im 
grofen Grenzverzeichnis genannten galilaischen Orte hart an der 
Grenze lagen, aber als zum Territorium des Landes gehorig 
betrachtet wurden. 

Aus der Reihe der auf Casarea Philippi folgenden Grenz- 
punkte sind mehrere auch aus anderen Stellen der Traditions- 
literatur bekannt. Wie wir sahen, handelt es sich um die Tracho- 
nen und den Hauran, — solche Landschaften, die auf Grund 
biblischer Angaben, da sie im ehemaligen Gebiet Manasses lagen, 
sicher zu Erez Israel gerechnet werden durften. 


VII. Diz ENTSTEHUNGSZEIT DES GRENZVERZEICHNISSES 
Auf Grund obiger Untersuchungen steht jedenfalls fest, daf 
unser Grenzverzeichnis frithere Verhiltnisse als die Ausspriiche der 
Lehrer des 2. Jahrhunderts widerspiegelt. Wann wurde es angelegt? 
160 Pesikta r. c. 15 (69>): ND ow yNw RN mp0 OX spmaswe ... JwIp vn. 


161, Meg. 1 1 (Z. 15 v.u.): m0 p05 moon. Vel. noch zur Sache Krauss, 
Heatid M0, 4rf. 
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Schon bei oberflachlicher Betrachtung des Verzeichnisses muf 
es auffallen, daf§ darin besonders viele Grenzpunkte im Norden 
und Nordosten des galilaischen Gebietes erscheinen. Diese Punkte 
fhren aber iiber jene Grenzen Galilaas hinaus, die man aus den 
Angaben des Josephus als die offiziellen Grenzen der Landschaft 
in den letzten Jahren des jiidischen Staates kennt.!62 Solche un- 
zweifelhaft aufferhalb jener Grenzen gelegenen Punkte sind 
Jatir (13), Ulschata (Ib, 20) Tjjon (21), Sefinta (20); ferner die in 
Iturda festgestellten Festungen des Soémus und des Zenodorus 
(18; II, 21—22; s. S. 25 ff.). 

Nicht minder iiberraschend sind aber die zahlreichen Grenz- 
punkte in den Trachonen und im Hauran (von 23 bis 32). 

Wann wurden diese und jene syrisch-iturdischen Gebiete 
zum Lande Israel gerechnet, bzw. wann wurden sie von Juden 
in solchem Mafse besiedelt, daf% sie als jiidisch angesehen werden 
konnten? 

Die Antwort kann hierauf auf Grund sicherer historischer 
Berichte gegeben werden. 

Im Jahre 23 erhielt Herodes vom Kaiser Augustus die Gebiete 
von Trachon, Auranitis, Batandéa und die von rauberischen Stammen 
bewohnte Landschaft Gstlich vom Genezarethsee. Er siedelte 
besonders in Batanda viele Juden an, die die Landschaft vor den 
Raubern schiitzten und dadurch eine zahlreiche jiidische Bewohner- 
schaft dorthin lockten.!63 Auch im Hauran entstanden jiidische 
Siedlungspunkte um die Wende des 1. Jahrhunderts, wie wir dies 
oben (Abschnitt I, 28) feststellen konnten. 

Eine andere wichtige Gebietserweiterung des herodeanischen 
Reiches war die im Jahre 20 erfolgte Schenkung der friiher dem 
Iturder Zenodorus geh6érenden Landschaften Ulatha und Panias 
und des umliegenden Gebietes nérdlich und nordéstlich vom 
Genezarethsee.!64 Nach Herodes’ Tod gehGrten die gleichen Land- 
schaften im Osten und Norden dem Tetrarchen Philippus. Es 
werden als seine Gebiete genannt: Batanda, Trachonitis, Auranitis, 


162 Bellum j. II 3, 1: der nérdlichste Grenzpunkt ist @eAAa beim Hule- 
see, heute Et-Tlel. Siche dazu Goldhar, wip news 258; Dalman, Orte und Wege’, 
210; meine Pal.-Stud. IV Anhang III. 

163 Ant. XV 10, 1; Bellum j.I 20, 4. Siehe hieriiber mein jrvn -sy 17 ff. 

164 Ant. XV 10, 3; Bellum j.I 20, 4; vgl. Schiirer I*, 369. 
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Gaulanitis, Panias und Iturda.165 An einer Stelle nennt Josephus 
jenes Gebiet, das frither dem Iturder Zeno[dorus] gehérte, jetzt 
aber im Besitze Philippus’ war, bis Jza.!®6 Gemeint ist das heutige 
Hine siidwestlich von Damaskus. Derselbe Ort erscheint als [nm] 
my zusammen mit noch einem Orte: sx [n"]3 (heute Bét Ima) 
an einer Stelle der Tosefta als Beispiel fiir solche Stadte, die im 
Gebiete Erez Israel ,,verschlungen“ sind, wo Juden mit Heiden 
zusammen wohnen und ihre Felder gemeinschaftlich bearbeiten.167 

Die Ansiedlung jiidischer Kolonisten in diesen nérdlich vom 
eigentlichen Galilia gelegenen und in den trachonitisch-hauraniti- 
schen Gegenden erheischte die religionsgesetzliche Regelung der 
neuangeschlossenen Gebiete mit Bezug auf die Bodenabgaben 
und die Vorschriften des Erlafjahres, was wahrscheinlich in die 
Kompetenz des grofen Bet-din in Jerusalem gehdrte. Dies mufte 
naturgemafi sofort nach Griindung der neuen Siedlungen ge- 
schehen. Einige der hierauf beziiglichen Halachas haben wir schon 
oben kennengelernt. — Auf Grund obiger Darlegungen stehe 
ich nicht an, die Anlegung des grofsen Grenzverzeichnisses in der 
Regierungszeit Herodes’, und zwar um das Jahr 20 v. Chr., anzu- 
setzen. 

Das urspriingliche Verzeichnis konnte natiirlich nur die zur 
Zeit des Herodes besiedelten Grenzorte enthalten; spater wurde 
es mit dem Wachsen der jiidischen Bevélkerung in den Grenz- 
gebieten um die Namen der neuen Siedlungen erweitert. Ein 
solcher spater hinzugefiigter Ortsname ist z.B. der von Casarea 
Philippi, da diese frither Panias genannte Stadt, wie der Name 
zeigt, durch Philippus ausgebaut und benannt worden ist. 


165 Vel. Schiirer 14, 425. 

166 Bellum j. If 6, 3. Die Korrektur Schiirers a.a.O. Anm. 2 (Ilaverda 
statt Ivav) ist verfehlr. 

167 Tos. Kilajim I 16 = j. Orla Ende;63 » (vgl. Pal.-Stud. IV, 55 f.): pow ps 
DINDDD PABY PLY MMI swNs WN PADS miySsrion misery doy ,owdse mam ay. 
Die ,,verschlungenen Stadte“ sind verschieden von den ,,nahegelegenen“ Stadten, 
liber die im vorigen Abschnitt gesprochen wurde. Die mybsian mp lagen 
tatsachlich zm Palastina, nur waren ihre Einwohner zumeist Nichtjuden, weshalb 
jene Stddte in bezug auf die Bodengesetze der Thora als auferpalastinisch be- 
handelt werden. Tos. Ahilot XVIII 4 nennt als solche Stidte: smo (Hippos) 
und popwx; Tos. Gittin 13: sme 2 im Gebiete Akkos. Vgl. zur Sache Gittin 4: 
JOY mS BINNS My23101 "ND MoT AYS yaN IBN; ferner im Nachtrag (Anm. 158a). 
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Demgegeniiber ist zu beachten, daf$ in der alteren Rezension 
(Sifré) der Name von Cdsarea am Meere nicht vorkommt, sondern ° 
der Stratonsturm (2) genannt ist. Dies spricht entschieden fiir die 
Anlegung des urspriinglichen Verzeichnisses vor dem Jahre 10, 
dem Jahre der Vollendung der Bauarbeiten an Stelle des alten Stra- 
tonsturmes,!68 und bestatigt unsere Ansetzung der Urkunde um 20. 

Das Grenzverzeichnis ist aber im Laufe der Zeit mehrfach um- 
gearbeitet worden. Dies zeigen die nachgewiesenen Erweiterungen, 
wie sie besonders in der Wiener Toseftarezension aufzufinden sind. 
Im Laufe der Jahrhunderte muften ja verschiedene Anderungen 
in den Siedlungsverhaltnissen der Grenzgebiete eingetreten sein, 
denen entsprechend das Verzeichnis jeweilig gedndert, bzw. erginzt 
wurde. Unser Verzeichnis, wie es in der Tosefta E und j. vorliegt, 
stammt nach ausdriicklicher Bezeugung des j. aus dem Lehrhause 
R. Hijjas,1®9 es zeigt somit im grofsen ganzen den Stand der jiidischen 
Grenzsiedlungen im 3. Jahrhundert. 

Eine interessante und lehrreiche Analogie bietet hierzu ein 
ahnliches, im Jeruschalmi mitgeteiltes Verzeichnis der im Gebiete 
von Tyrus gelegenen jiidischen Ortschaften. R. Ami, der im 
4. Jahrhundert in Tiberias lebte, bemerkt dazu: ,,Dieses Ver- 
zeichnis bezieht sich auf die frithere Zeit, aber heute gibt es andere 
Stadte, die von Juden besetzt sind und deren Bodenertragnisse im 
siebenten Jahre verboten sind.“ 170 

Das urspriingliche Verzeichnis in seiner Ganze herzustellen, 
ist heute nicht mehr méglich; doch diirfte die Sifrérezension, als 
die kiirzeste, dem urspriinglichen am niachsten stehen. 

168 Schiirer I4, 372. Vgl. Neubauer, Geogr. 12, Anm. 1. 

169 j, Schewiit VI 1, 36° letzte Zeile: RSb Lakisch fragt R. Hanina beziiglich 
Ammon und Moab, ob das dort gekaufte Land als palastinensisch zu betrachten set. 
Der Befragte antwortet darauf (364): popwx nenps xbx bran nen mp myow ND oN 
yin, R. Hanina weist offenbar auf unsere Barajta hin, wo die erste Angabe 
popwx emp lautet; pint diirfte wohl die Bedeutung ,,und so weiter“ haben (vgl. 
zur Stelle Hildesheimer p. XIIf.). Diese j.-Stelle beweist iibrigens, daf ss pry 
im urspriinglichen Verzeichnis nicht enthalten waren, vgl. oben Abschnitt V, 11. 

170 ;, Demaj II 1 (228), Tos. Schewiit IV, 9 wird das Ortsverzeichnis mit- 
geteilt; dazu bemerkt R. Ammi nach dem Text der j.-Handschrift Rom, die mir 


in Photographie durch die Giite Prof. Epsteins (Jerusalem) vorlag: sox nxt son 


% mow one [bsn}e ons ipinaw mms nmyy * wr rw2p DaX /TaTwNN3. (Von * bis * 


fehlt in dem Vulgirtext des j.) 
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Uber das Schicksal der jiidischen Grenzler kann leider nur 
sehr wenig gesagt werden. Nach Philippus’ Tod (34) wurden seine 
Gebiete zur Provinz Syrien geschlagen; aber schon drei Jahre 
spater erhielt sie Agrippa I. von Caligula zuriick, und sie verblieben 
aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach auch nach 70 im Besitz Agrippas II. 

Die jiidische Besiedlung der nichtjiidischen, sogar mit G6tzen- 
tempeln und Gotzenbildern gefiillten ostjordanischen Stadte wurde 
von den Lehrern der Mischna sehr warm befiirwortet: sie sollten, 
soweit es nur ging, wieder einmal jiidisch werden.!71 — Weniger 
erfolgreich diirfte die Besiedlung der syrischen Grenzorte gewesen 
sein. Von den zahlreichen Grenzorten ist — wie schon oben 
bemerkt wurde — in der talmudischen Literatur sonst kein einziger 
erwahnt, was dafiir spricht, daf ihre Bewohner nur mit sehr 
schwachen Faden mit den Juden Galilaas und ihren Lehrern ver- 
bunden waren. Immerhin muf auf die recht zahlreichen halachi- 
schen Satze hingewiesen werden, die von diesen Grenzlern und 
von solchen Juden sprechen, die in Syrien Grund und Boden sich 
erworben haben. (Abschnitt VI.) 

Nicht samtliche im Norden genannten Orte lagen in der 
ehemaligen Iturda, also im neuen Gebiet der Herodeaner. Aber 
auch die Grenzpunkte von 5 bis 12 unseres Verzeichnisses gehdrten 
nicht zum eigentlichen Galilaa; sie lagen an der Grenze der Stadt- 
gebiete von Ptolemais und Tyrus. Diese wie jene waren allerlei 
feindlichen oder kriegerischen Angriffen in hohem Mafe aus- 
gesetzt. Ihre Bewohner heifen in einer apokalyptischen Schilderung 
bizin ‘wx, von denen gesagt wird, daf sie in den leidvollen Tagen 
vor dem Erscheinen des Messias herumirren wiirden. Das besagt 
fiir uns, daf$ diese Grenzorte in einer Zeit der hdchsten Not, da 
man die Ankunft des Messias sicher erwartete, viel gelitten hatten, 
zum Teil auch untergegangen seien.172 Das mag sich auf die Zeit 
der hadrianischen Verfolgungen beziehen. 

Im Ostjordanlande haben die jiidischen und proselytischen 
Siedlungen (vgl. Abschnitt I, 25) dem Christentume vorgearbeitet, 

.h. die neue Religion konnte dort deshalb so rasche Erfolge er- 


"7 Siehe dazu die Einleitung zu meinem mn jrvn “zy. 
17? Siehe die Quellen bei Klausner, bes omwen jyyn (Jerusalem tn), 


285 f. Auf diese Beziehung jener Schilderung auf die ,Grenzler“ hat mich 
Immanuel Low (brieflich) aufmerksam gemacht. 
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zielen (dies erkennt man an den iiberaus zahlreichen Kirchenruinen 
der Haurangegend), weil dort eine Schicht jiidischer Siedler vor- 
handen war. Ob ein Teil dieser Siedler etwa zur Zeit der byzantini- 
schen Religionsverfolgungen selber zum Christentum oder sp4ter 
zum Islam ibergetreten sei — wer vermag es heute zu sagen? 


Ist nun unser Grenzverzeichnis seinem Ursprung nach der 
Zeit des Herodes und seiner Nachkommen zuzuweisen, so gewinnt 
es uber seinen urspriinglichen religionsgesetzlichen Zweck hinaus 
eine besondere Bedeutung als ein wichtiges Dokument zur Kenntnis 
der Besitz- und Siedlungsverhaltnisse der herodeanischen Zeit. 

Daf aufer den trachonitischen und hauranischen Orten kein 
ostjordanischer Grenzpunkt darin genannt ist, findet seine Er- 
klarung in dem bestimmten Zweck des Verzeichnisses: es sollten 
darin die aufSersten Grenzpunkte judischer Siedlungen in urspriinglich 
nichtjiidischen Gegenden angegeben werden. Das eigentlich jiidische 
Ostjordanland (77° “sy, Per’a) brauchte und durfte also darin 
nicht beriicksichtigt werden; dort mufiten die Boden- und Priester- 
gesetze selbstverstandlich beobachtet werden. Seine Grenzen sind 
aus anderen Quellen bekannt; diese in dasVerzeichnis aufzunehmen, 
war ebenso iiberfliissig wie jene von Judda oder Galilaa. — Tief 
im Siiden des Landes, gleichfalls in nichtjiidischer, edomitischer 
oder nabatadischer Umgebung, gab es eine jiidische Siedlung bei 
Petra, die im Verzeichnis (33) genannt ist. 


Noch ein Wort iiber die Uberschrift des Grenzverzeichnisses! 


In der Tosefta lautet diese: Sxnw* pas minn; inj. Sxnw pax yainn 
bss 250y 1pcrnmw 52; ahnlich im Sifré: ay1 Sse prs [inn 
625 chy wunaw oipn. Es kann nicht zweifelhaft sein, dafs die 
kiirzere Uberschrift die urspriinglichere ist. Die langere weist eine 
Erweiterung auf, die mit Riicksicht auf die Mischna Schewiit VI 1 
(vgl. Halla IV 8) vorgenommen wurde. An den betreftenden 
Stellen wird von der Besitzergreifung (apn) der aus Babel Hinauf- 
ziehenden, die ,von Erez Israel bis Kezib“ sich erstreckte, ge- 
sprochen, ohne nahere Angaben tiber die Grenzen mitzuteilen. 
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Unser Verzeichnis wurde spiter als die nahere Ausfiihrung jener 


kurzen Halacha angesehen, daher die erweiterte Aufschrift: 53 
bs5 iy ipnnw, die wortlich der obigen Mischna entnommen ist. 


ANHANG 


KANAANS GRENZEN IN DEN PALASTINISCHEN TARGUMIM 
zu Num. 34” 


1. Es seien hier die beiden Texte,** in parallelen Kolumnen 


geordnet, wiedergegeben: 


spowise ‘nm 


xem oxeinn pob orm 2(3) 

prann Sap 55 apst ssi 

s‘pyon xem [oinn] pS nm oxi 
“NMI J NMDA? 


mo NTT NsInn nd AN (4) 

XOMBp TDS 7B PSWpYT NNO 

Pie Xp ApS amt pas AN 
-Paopd aay XK 


pid nop jp xonn sp" (5) 
NDS “YpaS PAN oD 


a So ist zu lesen statt ss. 
b So ist zu lesen statt ‘ps. 


tymai ‘n 
NIST 79 NANT oInn psd =m (3) 
amr aman by xome ci x 
xndoet xm ca"D 72 NeTTT oDINnn 
“NM 


xermt ya Ninn psd Apo (4) 
so 7x5 say BYDIpyT XNprond 
apad xem ys “span pam xdme 
ssyn ass map pen EN 
nod 

pids> mops Noi ap (5) 
xoayed “pas PM NT 


* Zu den targumischen Paraphrasen s. Neubauer, La Géographie du Talmud, 


430—432; Friedmann, syo1 x mbis3 in Luncz’ nbwry I, 46—67. Keine dieser 
Arbeiten ist befriedigend. Ich selbst habe schon im Jahre 1907 in einer Abhandlung 
(Magyar Zsidé Szemle XXIV, 238—258) diese Targumim sowohl nach der text- 
lichen, als auch nach der geographischen Seite zu beleuchten, bzw. herzustellen 
versucht. Dafs die hier gegebene Untersuchung von der dortigen in vielen 
Punkten abweicht, versteht sich, nach einer zwanzigjahrigen Beschaftigung mit 
der Materie, von selbst. 

** Beide Texte nach mbm2 msspp Wilna (Rom) mit mehreren Korrekturen. 

1 Die in Klammern gesetzten Ziffern beziehen sich auf den Vers, in dessen 
Targum die betreffende Stelle sich findet. 


[49] 
spowains ‘n 


xin NDT Ne [Nonys] oinm (6) 

$00 DY NMPEDI eM) MOD PIN 

PT PWNS “DT IS NT NAT 
Dy BInn psd 


79 @xn|x oinn psd sm pt (7) 
-pie[x] pmes. p55 psn x25 No 
no> psn os[x] primes (8) 
xoinn[t] “apa pam xsi soya 
expbos obuxd 


mam per xoinmm epi (9) 
po> was ps xmuey A pas 
ANNES DIAN 


fxm Ninn psd pnpm (10) 
-pneand xm no 

spt> spyseNe NeINN min (11) 
‘pen Neinn minn xmivyd> xno 
-!xmop Sp xed SD 

mam xoted [xeinn) mins (12) 
xpox 55 can xT MDOT Niet PEN 
in am xAainnd 


¢ So ist zu lesen statt *n2. 

4 So ist zu lesen statt x:nex. 

€ So ist zu lesen statt ppen. 

f So ist zu lesen statt s*a-pp. 
& So ist zu lesen statt ‘xd. 

h So ist zu lesen statt xs-ye jo. 
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een 


xo p> umn Xoops ainm (6) 
DPONID PIT ASIN BY PIX NST 
SSN MUD NTT PNOID ND OP 
MND ID AIT STD ANDI 
pinn p> wey ps mnadxi senza 
BYhah/-] 

7a NNBL osnn psd om pn (7) 
imix ows o> punsn X37 NE 

pod pomsn pie omnes (8) 
NINN “IPED pM bxesnwwxd Toy 
SST SiS pense ter)-s in 
psprn axormp sat ld) amp 
pbaxd sSyp paps exis] 
expos 

pan [power] sain pie (9) 
NDYoIT RNS NNT MiysS(1) sp|n 
ap pt pean fad xnney my p32 
IEE Onn pod 

xm onnd pod pons (10) 
-eON RAND NOTTY MDD 


EDNREN J Non mine (11) 
NaInn minn xnnzey> mows pa yet 
“mt ToT xy pinnd FD" 


mas xsd xinn min (12) 
p> xya bop -xmdSast xed opps 
NO7 NO) NY 9 DWI OND NAT 
XT xmita jp xmoeT xy NII 7D 
sin sage Sees syax p> aan 
on 


@ So ist zu lesen statt spon. 

b So ist mit Targ. Jerusch. zu lesen. 
© So ist zu lesen statt nm jx. 

4 S. oben IV, 3. 

e So ist zu lesen statt 'm. 

f So ist zu lesen statt mys. 

&. So ist zu lesen statt nwsex 

h So ist zu lesen statt pp. 
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ssp bwia in 


mosw nuda; ssosw pon (15) 

PROT INT NIT PS ANION 19°32 
mp) xmomT Nev wD 7 XAT | 
nansbat qa n2> xainn pine 
sNTMDNT ANS TIS ITI NANT 
iymamdy sadn cid sinn pd pas 
asos ixnana won es pat 
T()es xaind xan pnd pps 
Wo“ NDIN yo. PwWATT NMUNY pas 
weinn pind par pwatt xnwey pas 
TT popt ixdamn pip 
xan pinpr[s} yar yt Emmys mov 
Sp) pT knoaya mim yao pops 
map xo yon sod xoinn pad 
Playmats mg wo Sys 
pad par map samy NST sD ya 
1Tyneens xnon] snf}or pap sainn 
not xmaba oma sqmar =poqw 55 
aprapiws) mand pay pmat nobis 
so pts (xmbyas) Ne aD cpa Wp 
paw nuda saw pont papdin 


i So ist zu lesen statt sneind. 

J So ist zu lesen statt s35n sw. 

k So ist zu lesen statt spp. 

1 So ist zu lesen statt sins, vel. wei- 
ter in den Erlauterungen. 

m So ist zu lesen statt pow. 

n So ist zu lesen statt »xapwr. 
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Sno 


yosw made posw pon (15) 
pomir> oxayn pononn 1p 
NTT 


mamison I> fpr qyap (11) 
»-- [east] Cato) 


spapps sousan[t] oprs (8) 
oma moyes xeinn mim (11) 
som ed xoinn min one mayan 
moyen poy> xeinn mim xin sp 
sox Noms Nw SD NAN min 
xnaib1 xmor ppd [pra] (9) 

550 Ina exaS) Nom 
xoma Tp rst sated on (11) 
xaieti 138 XNA A 
poy mone 
wip paw madara pass 


i So ist zu lesen statt nov325. 

i In der Ausgabe: sy shiassm pupnn 
prop. 

k So ist zu lesen statt xs, s. Ab- 
schnitt IV, 7—8. 

1 So ist zu lesen statt mss. 


Die Gegeniiberstellung und Vergleichung der beiden Texte 


zeigt deutlich, da im sogenannten Targum Jeruschalmi eine voll- 
standige Paraphrase zu den Versen 3—12 und zu V. 15 (wo die 
Grenzen des Ostjordanlandes im Pentateuch nur kurz angedeutet 
sind) vorhanden ist, wahrend Targum (Pseudo-)Jonatan nur die 
Paraphrase zu den Versen 3 —12 urspriinglich enthielt. Es scheint 
aber, dafS es zu der Paraphrase des V. 15 im Targum Jeruschalmi 
eine grofse Anzahl von Varianten gab, die, am Rand des Targums 
geschrieben, irrtiimlich in verschiedene Stellen des (Pseudo-) Jonatan 
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Targums hineingeschoben wurden. Bei Auslésung dieser Glossen 
aus dem Text dieses Targums erhalt man die Fragmente einer an- 
deren Paraphrase, welche mehrere wertvolle Varianten zu Targum 
Jeruschalmi (V. 15) enthalten. Oben sind diese Fragmente in die 
parallele Kolumne des jnm 'n aufgenommen worden. 


2. ERLAUTERUNG DER PARAPHRASEN 


Diese Targumim sind aus folgenden Bestandteilen zusammen- 
gesetzt: a) aus der wortgetreuen Ubersetzung der betreffenden 
pentateuchischen Stellen, wobei aber schon einige biblische Orts- 
namen durch neuere ersetzt wurden ; b) aus Einschaltungen gewisser 
Stellen aus dem Buche Ezechiel; c) aus aggadischen Zusatzen, 
deren Quellen zumeist nachweisbar sind; d) aus Angaben, die 
dem grofsen tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnis entnommen sind. 

a) Vers 3: px 727% wird in Jer. mit op" ‘» wiedergegeben. 
np ist sonst die targumische Ubersetzung von wp, das in der 
Wiiste Zin lag, weshalb der Targumist, pars pro toto gebrauchend, 
fir »psx—apr verwendete. — Die Paraphrase von Ps. Jon. ps = 
xdima ny *x geht auf eine Ezechiel- und eine Mischnastelle zuriick. 
Ezech. 47.19 wird als siidlicher Grenzpunkt des Landes “1m ge- 
nannt. Der Targumist faSte diesen Ortsnamen = ,,Palme“ auf und 
dachte dabei an die Sima 17 rx ,,Palmen des Eisenberges“, die in 
Mischna Sukka III 1 genannt sind,3 ohne zu bedenken, daf} der 
»Eisenberg“ im siidlichen Moab4 lag und mit der Wiiste Zin nichts 
zu tun hat. — In der im Targ. Jon. zu V. (11) enthaltenen Glosse 
zu V. 15 wird gleichfalls px mit xbma my es paraphrasiert, wo 
natiirlich gleichfalls an -zn gedacht wurde. Vgl. noch Num. 33. 36: 
Jon, Targ. ps = prion xbmp owes; dagegen 13. 21: px Nat. 

Vers 4und 5 : Fir avanpy des Bibeltextes bietet Targ. Jer. p=>py, 
dagegen Ps. Jon. spy, Var. manpy. Wahrend ersteres als ara- 
miische, bzw. hebraische Form gut begreiflich ist, diirfte es sich 
bei letzterem um eine Verwechslung dieses siidlichen os"py mit 
einem nordjudiischen nvsspy handeln.5 — Merkwiirdigerweise 


3 Vel. dazu Sukka 32>, Erubin 19a. 
4 Josephus, Bellum j.IV 8, 2: co LSnpotv xadotpevov dSpoc. 
3 M. Maasser sch. V 2, s. dazu meine Ausftihrungen in MGW 1917, 144. 
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findet sich hier, auch im Targ. Jerusch. die Wiedergabe von y'x mit 
xoinp “1b, wahrend es oben (V. 3) npn dafiir setzte — ein Beweis 
fir die oberflichliche Arbeit der volkstiimlichen, von den Talmud- 
gelehrten nicht besonders geachteten Targumisten ! © 

xyz pps oder mx3 ' steht fiir ys wap des Bibeltextes hier 
und an vielen anderen Stellen. 

NIN MT ='x m(-)p ist die Ubersetzung von ‘x “zn; vel. 
noch weiter zu V. 9. 

nop, bzw. no'p hier und V. 5 ist die Wiedergabe von j123xp. 
Hildesheimer7 und Dalman8 denken an E/-Kuseme beim éstlichen 
Ende des Wadi el- Arisch in der Wiiste. Wahrend aber ovzn 5n3 
(V.5) sonst in den alten Ubersetzungen mit dem genannten Wadi 
gleichgesetzt wird, geben dafiir die palastinischen Targumim hier 
und Gen. 15. 1g den Nil als Grenzpunkt an. Daher glaube ich 
nop, opp mit Kasion an der agyptischen Kiiste unweit vom Nil 
gleichzusetzen.? Dagegen wendet Dalman ein, daf$ demnach die 
Grenze schon hier am Mittelmeer angekommen ware, wahrend 
sie doch erst beim folgenden Punkt (amx» 5m) = Nilus) erreicht 
werden soll. Dieser Einwand wire berechtigt, wenn diese Targu- 
mim tiberall besondere Genauigkeit beziiglich der topographischen 
Verhiltnisse an den Tag legten. Dies ist jedoch (wie wir z. B. bei 
Sms om »x sahen) nicht der Fall. Ihnen geniigt es, wenn sie — 
indem die Grenze des Landes bis zum Nil ausgedehnt wird — 
eine bekannte Grenzstation zwischen Petra = npn (V. 4) und dem 
Nil mit einer der biblischen Stationen gleichsetzen kénnen. 

Vers 7: smn “in des Bibeltextes wird mit (Omanus, p31) 
bimx Din Taurus Amanus dem Amanusgebirge im Norden gleich- 
gesetzt, und zwar auf Grund gewisser tannaitischer Satze, die wir 
spater (sub c) anfiihren werden. Die palastinischen ‘Targumim 
setzen diesen Namen ganz sinnlos sogar an Stelle des im Siiden 
gelegenen =n “7 (Num. 20.223 33.373 Deut. 32.59) — ein Vor- 
gang, der kein gutes Zeugnis fiir ihre Genauigkeit stellt! 

Vers 8: nam wird hier, wie sonst, mit x*>1w38 Antiochia wieder- 
gegeben. — Fiir 79x erscheint hier im Targ. Jerusch. *xpoon bux 


6 Vel. Zunz, Gottesd. Vortrdge2, 78 Anm. c—d. 
7 Bewrage, S.77 Anm. 570. 

8 Pal.-Jabrb. 1924, 58 Anm. 1. 

® Die Kistenstrafee Palastinas, S.2 Anm. 1. 
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= 'pt p>ax im Pseudo-Jon., wo (nach Ezech. 47. 15 s79¥ $25) dem 
Namen 5p» vorangestellt wird. xpdo ist natiirlich Cilicien. Zur 
Gleichsetzung mit m7" kamen die Targumim infolge der wGrt- 
lichen Ubersetzung dieses Namens ,,seitwarts“, wobei an das seit- 
lich von Palastina(-Syrien) gelegene Cilicien, bzw. seine Inseln 
gedacht wird. Da aber hier nur eine bestimmte Ortlichkeit in Be- 
eracht kommen kann, so mufte man den Grenzpunkt genauer 
mit ‘pt p>nx fixieren. Man denkt dabei gewdhnlich an AbAwv 
Kirixtog ,,die cilicische Pforte“ ;!9 jedoch diirfte die Ansicht Nol- 
dekes die einzig richtige sein, wonach 'n die Insel EAcovoe (bei 
arabischen Geographen Lei) in der Nahe von Cilicien bezeich- 
net.!1 — Eine so weite Ausdehnung den palastinensischen Grenzen 

zu geben, entspricht einer in der talmudischen Literatur Sfters 
vertretenen Ansicht, wonach alle von Juden bewohnten Lander 
in gewissem Sinne zu Palastina gehorten.!2 So sagt auch Philo,!8 
Jerusalem sei die Hauptstadt nicht nur von Judaa (d. h. von Pala- 
stina), sondern von den meisten Landern wegen der Kolonien, 
die es ausgesandt hat. Unter diesen Landern nennt er dann Cili- 
cien, ferner mehrere Inseln und Satrapien. Die jiidische Diaspora 
stellt in gewisser Bezichung Grofpalastina dar! Vgl. noch weiter 
sub c (wo die tannaitische Grundlage von 7x = einer ,,Insel“ 
aufgezeigt wird). 

Im Ps. Jon. Targ. findet sich hier ein grdferer Einschub. 
Demnach wiirde -74x ,,die beiden entsprechenden Seiten“ be- 
deuten. Dies ist offenbar eine andere Ubersetzung des Textwortes 
masz, da dieses Targum unter den ,,beiden entsprechenden Seiten“ 
die im tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnis genannten beiden ituraischen 
Festungen versteht, denen er noch das gleichfalls von dort be- 
kannte ,Hahnenbild von Casarea (Philippi)“ hinzufiigt (s. Ab- 
schnitt IV). 


10 Hildesheimer, Anm. 255. 

11 Jos., Ant. XVI 4, 6. Ich kenne diese Ansicht Néldekes aus seinen hand- 
schriftlichen Glossen zu Neubauers Geographie, die mir durch die giitige Ver- 
mittlung I. Lows zur Verfiigung stehen. Die Josephus-Stelle zeigt, daf$ die Insel 
den palastinensischen Juden bekannt war. 

12 Tos. Terum. II 12, T. Halla I 11; j. Schewiit VI 1, j. Halla IV 4; b. 
Gittin 8a: San dean on osd pm oo anew wes Nino oN Taw So sae amin, vgl. 
dazu Tossafot z. St. 

13 Im Briefe Agrippas an Caligula; angefishrt bei Schiirer III4, 5 f. 
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Vers 9: Fiir das biblische yin—1 wird hier das ahnlich lautende 
per verwendet, wobei an Zephyrion in Cilicien gedacht wird, wo 
eine jiidische Diasporagemeinde bestand.!4 — xy (noma) no" ist 
die Ubersetzung von jry 1m (vgl. oben zu V. 4), wobei jy als 
Plural aufgefaSt wurde. Uber den Zusatz des Ps. Jon. Targ. 
siche sub d. 

Vers ro: Fiir aby wird ovsax (oxvsax) = Panias gesetzt, was 
durch die Metathese der Buchstaben (nav = wan = o'na = DEN) 
erreicht wird. 

Vers rr: 1529 wird mit _1 wiedergegeben. Gemeint ist 
Acpvn,!5 heute Tel-Defne, in der Nahe der Jordanquellen (bei 
Panias). Wie kam man zu dieser Gleichsetzung (die sich tibrigens 
auch in der Vulgata findet, wo es heifit: ... descendent termini in 
Ribla contra fontem Daphnim)? — Im ,,.Lande Hamat“ gab es 
ein anderes nan (Jer. 39. 5; §2- 27), das in der Aggada mit a7 
Dafne bei Antiochia gleichgesetzt wird.16 Es scheint tiberhaupt, 
daf§ der Ortsname Dafne bei den Jordanquellen dem Umstande 
seine Entstehung verdankt, daf dort der Grenzpunkt Ribla gesucht 
wurde, und da das antiochische Ribla = Dafne war, so wurde dieser 
Name von dort an die Jordanquellen verpflanzt. Dabei mochte 
noch der Umstand mitgespielt haben, dafi Ezech. 6. 14 fiir Ribla 
ma steht und dieses ein wenig mit 27 gleich klingt. — 75°97 Ne 
ist die standige Wiedergabe von n= 0° in den Targumim. 

Zu Vers 12 ist nichts zu bemerken, wahrend die Erlauterung 
zu Vers 15 spater folgt. 

b) Oben wurde schon auf einige auf Eze). zuriickgehende 
Stellen hingewiesen. Ferner sei bemerkt: Der Einschub im Ps. Jon. 
Targ. V. 9: pwant pad soupy nv pa xyyest xmoo xmat mpd 
(vgl. auch V.15 Jer. Targ.: "1 xmiuvy) geht auf Ezech. 47. 1¢ zuriick, 
wo pipnn asm und nachher pest Sita pa swe, ferner Sita pry azn 
ewan (vgl. auch 48. 1) vorkommen. — xnsn ist die eigene Zutat 
des Targumisten; vgl. z. B. Gen. 10. 19 sna 523, wo das Appella- 
tivum im hebrdischen Text nicht vorhanden ist. 





14 Sifré Num. 5, 8; Tos. BK VI, b.113a, j. Ab. z. Il 4: Rabbi Akiba hielt sich 
eine Zeitlang dort auf. 

15 Bellum j. 1[V 1, 1. 

16 j. Schekalim VI 2; j. Sanhedr. X 6; Pesikta r.31 (146 1. Z. ands 5wos27). 
Josephus, Ant. XVII 2, 1 nennt Antiochia # éxi Acpvngs. 
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c) Aggadische Zusitze sind in Vers 6: das grofe Meer, das ist 
der Ozean samt seinen Inseln (no) = vijoo¢), Provinzen und Schiffen, 
auch mit den Urgewdssern. Ps. Jon. Targ. ist noch ausfiihrlicher 
in der Aufzahlung. Da wird gesagt, die Grenzen des Ozeans 
seien: die Urgewasser,!7 die Luft ("73x = cj), welche iiber dem 
Ozean (bis zum Firmament) lagert; die Bezirke (xepiywpn), die 
befestigten Stadte (1275) der Meeresprovinzen und auch sends 
(dessen Bedeutung vielleicht ,,Kiste“ ist). 


Diese ganze Darstellung hat eine an mehreren Stellen mit- 
geteilte Barajta zur Grundlage,!8 wo gesagt wird, daf jene Inseln 
(po°3) im Meere, die innerhalb der vom Bache Agyptens bis zum 
Breitengrad des Berges Amana (= Taurus Amanus) gezogenen 
Linie liegen, als zu Erez Israel gehorig angesehen werden. R. Jehuda 
geht noch weiter und folgert aus Num. 34. (also aus der Stelle, zu 
der unsere Targum-Paraphrase gehGrt), dafs alle dem Lande Israel 
gegeniiber gelegenen Lander zu ihm gehorten. Diese letztere 
Ansicht macht sich der Targumist zu eigen, wobeier die einzelnen 
am und im Meere, d.h. dem grofen Ozean gelegenen Gebiete, ja 
sogar die dort fahrenden Schiffe, auffuhrt. — Auch die Gleich- 
setzung von max mit einer Jvsel von Cilicien (s. oben sub a) geht 
auf die Worte R. Jehudas zuriick, der von den ,,seitwarts gelegenen 
Inseln*, a3. x3 7°D°3", spricht und meint, man miisse sich eine 
Linie denken von x°(1)5ap bis zum Okeanos im Norden und vom 
Bache Agyptens bis zum Okeanos; die dazwischenliegenden Inseln 
gehorten alle zu Erez Israel. — Die Lage von xa ist nicht sicher 
bekannt.!9 Doch darf es nicht siidlich vom Taurus Amanus gesucht 
werden; es diirfte eine Ortlichkeit an der cilicischen Kiiste sein. 


17 Vel. Ber. r. 5, 2 (Theodor 33.2): sips (os yoy mews ve 53 m3" IT. 

18 Vgl. Anm. 12; vgl. auch ZDPV 1910, 221 ff. 

19 Siehe dazu Dalman, Pal.-Jahrb. 1924, 55, Anm. Er denkt an die Station 
Cappareas (also etwa spp?!) zwischen Aleppo und Epiphania (ZDPV 1917, 24 
sub VIII). Nach dem im Text Ausgefiihrten muf es aber weit ndérdlicher 
gesucht werden. Es seien noch die Worte I. Lows aus einem Briefe (7. Mai 1914) 
angefthrt: ,,Die einstimmige Uberlieferung* schlie&t caput oder xepads + dp0¢ 
aus. Serillos swap kommt angesichts der einhelligen Tradition in T, j und b 
nicht in Betracht.“ 

* Hier die von Léw verzeichneten Varianten: ,sbsp La TTer II 284; 


TChall If 99 28; j Svi VI 3643; j Chall TV 60%4. semdap TChall a. O. Zuck 


wR 
ay 
i) 
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d) Aus dem tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnis stammen die oben 
Abschnitt IV behandelten Namen und einige in der Paraphrase zu 
Vers 15 enthaltene Punkte, die wir im folgenden besprechen 
wollen. 

Nach dieser Paraphrase ist der Ausgangspunkt der ostjordani- 
schen Grenze von der ,,.Ebene des Toten Meeres“. Dies geht auf 
Deut. 3, 103 Jos. 13, 9, 19 Zuriick, wo sw vom Targumisten als die 
Ebene, d.h. die “Araba, nordlich vom Toten Meer erklart wurde. 
Nun heift es weiter, von dieser Ebene habe sich die Grenze gezogen 
nach ,,Kinneret, der Konigsstadt der Emorder“. Hier kann n735 
unmdglich richtig sein, liegt doch diese Stadt am Westufer des 
nach ihr benannten Sees (vgl. Jos. 19.35), wahrend es sich hier um 
das Gebiet der ostjordanischen Stamme handelt. Ferner ist zu 
beachten, daf’ im Targ. Jerusch. das biblische Kinneret iiberall, 
auch hier V.11, mit dem spater gebrauchlichen “53 (+)3 wieder- 
gegeben wird; warum sollte gerade hier der alte biblische Name 
erscheinen? — Unbegreiflich ist ferner, wieso Kinneret als eine 
»Konigsstadt der Emorder“ bezeichnet wird, wahrend es ja im 
Gebiete Naftalis lag! Das Wort bedarf offenbar der Zurecht- 
stellung. 

Als eine emoritische Grenzstadt wird in der Bibel ~1y> genannt 
(Num. 21. 323 32.3) 35). Dafiir verwenden die Targumim den 
Namen der Festung von Machaerus: 229 oder “2%. Die Gleich- 
setzung ist sicher falsch; aber das st6rte nicht den Targumisten, 
diesen Namen auch hier zu verwenden. Aus dem urspriinglichen 

=> oder -12" kann durch einen Abschreiber sehr leicht n>: 
gemacht worden sein, und da dieser Name einmal schon im Texte 
war, so hat daraus der Glossator, dessen Bemerkungen wir im 
Pseudo-Jon. Targ. zu V. 11 vor uns haben, folgerichtig 7072 ge- 
macht.20 Natiirlich ist dort *ssyN7 in *x7WaN7 ZU Andern. 

Die Grenzlinie reicht im Norden bis zum ,,Schneeberg“, d. h. 
dem Hermon (vgl. Deut. 3.8; Jos. 13. 112! und zum ,,Hammat im 


op TTer a. O. xodep Gitt. 8* auch Ms M und p> 60* Ven; 42* 18 Berlin, I 252 
Luncz. Auch Ratner zu j. Svi p 54 aus nubw noxdv.“ 

20 Dabei mochte er auch an Deut. 3, 17 gedacht haben, wo miso (aber der 
See!) als Grenzpunkt erscheint. 


21 Ps, Jon. zu Deut. 3, 9. Hebraisch: 2bwn sn Sifré Num. 131 (47>), j. San- 
hedr. X 2. 
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Libanon“. Dieses ist Ezech. 47. 1g entnommen (wo freilich der 
Libanon nicht erwahnt ist). — Der folgende Grenzpunkt ist 
»fHoba, nérdlich von den Quellen von Damaskus*. Die biblische 
Grundlage ist in Gen. 14.15 (vgl. die Targumim dort, bxay = 
Nord), bzw. Ezech. 47. 17 (ny 74m) zu finden. Dann folgt der dem 
tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnis entnommene Punkt: ,,das Hahnen- 
bild von Casarea“, ,,das dstlich von der Hdhle Dans“, d. h. der 
Grotte von Panias, liegt. 

Hier folgt eine merkwiirdige Angabe: ,vom Hahnenbilde 
zieht sich die Grenze zum grofen Strome Euphrat, wo. die Reihe 
der gottlichen Kampfe gemacht wurden.“ Die Stelle ist, so wie sie 
uns vorliegt, unverstandlich. Die im Pseudo-Jon. Targ. enthaltene 
Glosse zu V. 11 hilft aber ein wenig weiter. — An Stelle von x73 
n-p xa N35 liest man dort xas7x xm aw Sw; die Angabe be- 
zieht sich also auf den Bach Arnon, wo nach Num. 21. 14 grofe 
Kampfe stattfanden, die von der aggadischen Dichtung ganz be- 
sonders verherrlicht wurden.?? Diese Kampfe fanden aber ihre 
Schilderung schon im 'm nvandn map. Die aramiische Ubersetzung 
dieser Worte lautet '"3 x°27p "BD im Targ. Jerusch. Num. 21, 143 
aber ebenso richtig ware ‘77 "ap 75D. Diese Worte glaube ich im 
korrupten Text unseres Targums ‘97 "27p....95 zu erkennen, wo 
vielleicht statt sp —75D zu lesen ist. Vor 37p setzt dort der Tar- 
gumist noch das Wort sms3. Urspriinglich stand auch im Targ. 
Jerusch., wie eben diese Andeutung auf die Kampfe am Arnon 
zeigt, xx Xm; erst spater hat ein unwissender Abschreiber, der 
an Stellen, wo als auferster Grenzpunkt des Landes der Euphrat 
genannt ist, denken mochte,?3 aus xo7108 8OM]— NB NWA NII NIT 
gemacht. 

Doch weiter bleibt es schwierig, wieso der Arnon in den Zu- 
sammenhang eingeftigt werden konnte? Wurden doch unmittel- 
bar vorher nérdliche Grenzpunkte genannt (Hermon, Hamat im 
Libanon, Hoba bei Damesek, Enan bei Damesek, Casarea Philippi), 
und folgen nach dem Arnon wieder eine Anzahl dem tannaitischen 
Verzeichnis entnommene Grenzpunkte, die der Targumist ganz 
richtig in die Nahe des K6nigreiches von Og, des K6nigs von 


22 Vel. Berachot 54a/b; Raschi zu Num. 21. 14-15. 
23 Exodus 23. 313 Deut. 1.7. 
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Basan (= j:ns), verlegt; wie erklart sich dann inmitten dieser 
Grenzpunkte, die im Nordosten lagen, die Erwahnung des Arnon? 
— Ich glaube, die Lésung des Ratsels in einer mifsverstandenen, 
bzw. schlecht gelesenen Angabe unseres tannaitischen Grenzver- 
zeichnisses zu finden. 

Wir haben oben (Abschnitt I, 29) einen Grenzpunkt 717 x5n3 
festgestellt. Aber wir sahen auch, daf dieser Name friihzeitig schon 
als sam xoma, d. h. der Bach Zered gelesen und geschrieben wurde. 
Diese Lesart lag auch wohl dem Verfasser des palastinischen Tar- 
gums vor. Nun wird in Num. 21.42, also unmittelbar vor der 
Erwahnung der Kampfe am Arnon, der Bach Zered genannt. Da 
glaubte nun der Targumist damit zugleich den Arnon verbinden, 
bzw. an seine Stelle setzen zu diirfen, was ihn dann weiter dazu 
veranlafste, auch der dortigen Kampfe zu gedenken. 

Die weiteren Grenzpunkte, ebenso auch pispw, sind schon 
oben (Abschnitt IV) besprochen worden. Auch in der Angabe des 
Pseudo-Jon. Targ. (11) xnosaH5 sme ist eine Angabe des tannai- 
tischen Grenzverzeichnisses 13525 nod5inn ndyun so (s. oben, 
Abschnitt II) verwertet worden. Hier wird noch xmas, d. h. 
mame» auf Grund von Ezech. 47.19 neben “3m (= xb Tw *yx) 
genannt, worauf noch zwei Worte, nm bas, folgen. Sie sind 
wohl zu *» zu ziehen, also sa 12x [-] ,, Wasser der Trauer und 
des Todes“. Gemeint ist wohl die Trauer um den Tod Ahrons, 
wie dies in Num. 20. 2g-29 in Zusammenhang mit dem Hader- 
wasser, V. 13 mitgeteilt wird. 


Auf Grund dieser Untersuchung kénnen wir unser Urteil 
bilden: Die Grenzangaben der targumischen Paraphrasen zu 
Num. 34 tragen nichts zur Kenntnis der Grenzen Palistinas in 
der biblischen Zeit bei. Die in ihnen enthaltenen Gleichsetzungen 
mit spateren Namen sind zumeist aggadischen Charakters. Die 
Zusatze zum Text des Pentateuchs sind dem Buche Ezechiel, dem 
tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnis und anderen tannaitischen Texten 
entnommen. Ihr eigentlicher Wert besteht darin, daf sie zur Fest- 
stellung mancher Angaben des tannaitischen Grenzverzeichnisses 
ein kritisches Hilfsmittel uns an die Hand geben. 
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NACHTRAG 
Zu Abschnitt VI, S. 41 vor 4. ist als 3a einzufugen: 


Wenn Heiden an einem Sabattag an der Grenze gelegene 
Stadte — sei auch nur mit der Absicht, Stroh oder Stoppel von 
dort zu nehmen — iiberfallen, so diirfen die jiidischen Bewohner 
gegen sie mit Waffen ausziehen und iiberhaupt den Sabbat ent- 
weihen. !58? 

158a Tos. Erub. Ill 3, b. 45a: nx did ade papod misawon mrvyd [oma] ows 
mown ms pooner prs joy psaev ,wpn ms jjann; j. fligt hinzu (IV, 21d unten): 
mops oporyd wa 72 ON NON PID Poy prev ps -niydsida mmyyd wa... Ober die 
mybsw s. weiter Anm. 167; zur Sache vgl. meine Ausftihrungen in Jeschurun IX, 


165 ff. 


REGISTER DER ALTEN ORTSNAMEN. 


Die mit einem * yversehenen Namen sind die des Grenzverzeichnisses. 
Petitzahlen weisen auf die Anmerkungen hin. 
cor. = corruptela, worauf die richtige Namensform folgt. 


ssp DOSN 526. 
VTS 130 
RMIT WS* 19, s. MS 
SMT 
pbs, s. Das 
nous (Galilda) 21 
gan aoix* 21 
DINK, s. DIINY 
SOS 35, s. 21> 
DPS 140 
TPDIWIS s. Antiochia 
D'VSES s. Panias 
NON 57 
Synw? past =""S 457, 
159» 160. 167. 47> 53 12 
Ds PAS 37 
pbows*1, 5, 18f. 
30f., 167, s. ‘S FAW 


M82 44 
MPS. 44, s. lvav 
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SPUREN DES MATRIARCHATS 
IM JUDISCHEN SCHRIFTTUM (SCHLUSS) 


Von V. APTOWITTZER, Israelitisch-Theologische Lehranstalt, Wien 


EXKURSE 


Exxurs I. Das KIND EINES JUDEN VON EINER NICHTJUDIN. 


A. DIE KINDER DER VON ESRA UND NEHEMIA AUSGESONDERTEN FRAUEN. 
W ir haben im Text S. 221 (WUCAIV) die Ansicht erwahnt, 


daf§ diese Frauen Proselytinnen waren, mit der Bemer- 
kung, dafS diese Ansicht entschieden falsch ist. Dies soll hier 
ausgefihrt werden. 

Der Reprdsentant dieser Theorie ist Graetz:1 

,Es ist von allen Historikern iibersehen worden, daf, da 
der Hohepriester und die Leviten usw., also die geistlichen 
Spitzen, solche Mischehen eingegangen sind, sie dieselben fiir 
erlaubt, selbst nach dem Gesetze der Thora erlaubt gehalten 
haben miissen. Sie haben also die mxnxn my, wie sie Esra und 
Nehemia nannten, nicht als G6tzendiener, sondern als m3, 
Proselyten, betrachtet und haben damit das als gesetzlich sank- 
tioniert, was spater als selbstverstandlich galt (Mischnah Kid- 
duschin IV, 1): 979 syxa5 om rm oa Synye md, dai Ehen 
mit Proselyten gestattet sind.“ Ferner ibid. S. 120: ,,Die Ver- 
treter des Volkes und Tempels haben sich zum Hohne des 
Gesetzes mit Heiden verschwagert! Esra hielt es fiir eine ent- 
setzliche Siinde; nach seiner Anschauung bildete der juddische 
oder israelitische Stamm eine ,Heilige Nachkommenschaft‘ und 
erleide durch Vermischung mit fremden Vélkerschaften, auch 
wenn sie das Gétzentum fahren gelassen, eine Entweihung.“ 
Wozu in der Anmerkung: ,,Esra 9, 1f. Man beachte den 
Ausdruck mix-Kxn ‘sya wap yar aayn. 


1 Geschichte IL 3, S. 108. 
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Dies nimmt L. Freund? mit Begeisterung auf. Er meint, 
daf aus diesen Worten Esras ,,mit Recht geschlossen wird, daf 
die Ursache seiner Entriistung eher in der Verletzung des 
nationalen Bewuftseins als in der religidsen Uberzeugung zu 
suchen ist“. 

Diese Theorie kann aber schon deshalb nicht richtig sein, 
weil es nach ihr heiSen miiSte: wopn para migoKxn vay isoynn ,,—s 
vermischten sich die Volker des Landes mit dem heiligen 
Samen: 

MINNA ‘YD wIpA yariswyna kann nur bedeuten, daf jiidi- 
sche Frauen sich an fremde Manner verheiratet haben, wie ja 
in der Tat beide Arten der Vermischung vorhanden waren.? 
Auch Esra 9, 14 ist allgemein von Verschwagerung mit den 
Volkern des Landes die Rede. Es ist also aus Esra 9, 2 fiir 
die Motive der MafSnahmen Esras nicht das allergeringste zu 
entnehmen. Dagegen sagt Nehemia (13, 25—27): ,,und be- 
schwor sie bei Gott: Ihr sollt eure Tochter nicht ihren Sdhnen 
geben und von ihren Tochtern keine fiir eure Sdhne und fiir 
euch selbst nehmen. Hat nicht ihretwegen Salomo, der KG6nig 
von Israel, gesiindigt?...Auchihnverfitihrten die aus- 
landischen Frauen zur Sitinde. Und nun miissen wir 
von euch horen, daf ihr all dieses grofe Unrecht begeht, euch 
an unserem Gotte zu versiindigen, indem ihr auslandische 
Weiber heimfihrt?“ 

Hier wird also ausdriicklich gesagt, da die Entfernung 
der fremden Frauen aus religidsen Motiven erfolgte und daf 
die Frauen der Judaer ebenso ihr Heidentum behielten wie die 
Frauen Salomos. War etwa der Schriftgelehrte Esra mehr 
Nationalpolitiker als der Staatsmann Nehemia? 

Diese Nehemia-Verse hat auch L. Low‘ iibersehen. Er 
schreibt: ,,Die Motivierung beider (Esras und Nehemias) stimmt 
nur insofern iiberein, als sie eine Beeintrachtigung der vater- 
lichen Religion durch die Mischehe nicht zur Sprache bringt. 
Von Verleitung zu einem fremden Kultus konnte auch bei dem 


2 Schwarz-Festschrift S. 168. 
3 Vgl. Nehem. 13, 25. 
4 Gesammelte Schriften TH, 149. 
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ganzlichen Verfalle der nichtjiidischen Kulte in Palastina zu 
jener Zeit keine Rede sein.“ 

Low meint ferner (S. 150) in bezug auf Nehemia: ,,Er 
begniigt sich mit einem Promissiveid fiir die Zukunft, ohne 
auf die Auflésung der bestehenden gemischten Ehen zu 
denken.“ 

Er hat Nehemia 13, 3 tibersehen: ,,Und als sie das Gesetz 
vernahmen, sonderten sie alle Frauen von Israel ab.“ 


B. DIE ENTSCHEIDUNGEN DER GEONIM IM FALLE BOSTONAI. 


Hammurapi § 171: ,,Aber auch wenn der Vater bei seinen 
Lebzeiten zu den Kindern, welche ihm die Magd geboren hat, 
»Meine Kinder‘ nicht sagt, und der Vater stirbt und die Sdhne 
der Magd mit den Sdhnen der Gattin die vaterliche Habe 
nicht teilen — wird die Freilassung der Magd und ihrer Kinder 
bewirkt. Die Kinder der Gattin haben keinen Anspruch auf 
Sklavendienst gegen die Kinder der Magd.“ 

Die Bestimmung im § 171 erklart sich daraus, dafi die 
Adoption, wenn auch nicht ausdriicklich erfolgt, doch immerhin 
moglich, ja wahrscheinlich ist, aber nicht sicher. Daher kann 
hier nicht das strikte Recht zur Anwendung kommen, sondern 
ein Ausgleich, ahnlich wie im talmudischen Recht: Vermégen, 
auf welches zwei Parteien gleichberechtigte Anspriiche haben, 
wird unter die Streitenden geteilt.5 Daraus ergibt sich, daf 
im Falle der sicheren Nichtadoption die Kinder der Magd 
Vollsklaven sind. So auch im talmudischen Recht: wenn der 
Herr Kinder hat von seiner Sklavin, so sind sie Sklaven.® 

Um so interessanter ist es, dafi in frithgaonischer Zeit, 
im Falle der Kinder Bostonais von seiner persischen Kriegs- 
gefangenen (Sklavin), manche Geonim dahin entschieden, daf 
die Kinder der Perserin wohl nicht mit den legiti- 
men Kindern Bostonais miterben, aber auch 
nicht als Sklaven behandelt werden diirfen.’ 

5 pabin paps Syn pax. Baba Kama 35b, 46a; Baba Mezia 2b, 6a u.a. 

6 Mechilta z. St. 76a: oxy sesbow annew dy xow san ns wand (Ex. 21, 4) 1b abn5 
Sifra sms, Parascha VI, 3: tay maywd ons ome ys ee moby nnew dy ssw dur. Vel. 
auch Responsen der Geonim Scha’are Zedek 28b, N. 46. 

7 Responsen der Geonim prx ~yw 2b—3a, N. 17, 25a, N. 15: 82 own 12 Dn 
poy samme main sos says wn xby neath odie ass mw, 
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Diese Entscheidung widerspricht, wie wir sehen, der 
strikten Halacha in der Mechilta und im Sifra, wo ausdriick- 
lich gesagt wird, dafS§ man solche Mischkinder als Sklaven 
behandeln darf. In den anderen halachischen Quellen wird 
die Frage nicht berithrt. In der Agada gibt es einen Anhalts- 
punkt dafiir, da in der alttalmudischen Zeit dieselbe An- 
schauung iiber diese Frage geherrscht hatte, wie wir sie bet 
den Geonim finden. Die Agada erzahlt namlich: 

»Die Bewohner Kanaans kamen vor Alexander, um mit 
den Kindern Israels Prozef zu fiihren. Palastina, sagten die 
Kanaander, war unser Besitz, und die Kinder Israels hatten 
es uns geraubt. Gebiha ben Pesisa, der Vertreter der Juden, 
antwortete: Kanaan wurde von Noah dazu verflucht, Sklave 
seiner Briider zu sein; ein Sklave kann aber keinen Besitz 
haben, sondern alles, was er hat, gehért seinem Herrn. Ein 
anderes Mal kamen die Nachkommen Ismaels und die Nach- 
kommen der Ketura vor Alexander, um mit Israel tber den 
Besitz Palastinas Prozef§ zu fiihren. Sie meinten: Palastina 
wurde Abraham fiir seine Nachkommen verheifen; nun sind 
wir Nachkommen Abrahams und haben Anspruch auf Palda- 
stina. Gebiha ben Pesisa antwortete ihnen: Die Nachkommen 
Ismaels und der Ketura hat Abraham bei seinen Lebzeiten 
abgefertigt, wie es heift: ,Aber den Sdhnen der Kebsweiber, 
die Abraham hatte, gab Abraham Geschenke und lief$ sie noch 
bei seinen Lebzeiten von seinem Sohne Isaak hinweg Gstlich 
in das Ostland ziehen.‘ (Gen. 25, 6).“«8 

Der Anwalt der Juden antwortete also nicht, daf die 
Nachkommen Hagars und Keturas den Nachkommen von 
Sarah, der Herrin, Sklavendienste leisten miissen. 


8 Synh. gra: qyi2 yak > mes ppm oresbs 92nd Ssw ay pd Npps 133 Naw 
v5. pT AON MT WIN ITT pM yyID1 MD pss pas (2 > sats) onst an bw 
sds msn spas 8d oo mse pd sess ant ps1 mos apn ora omy poe pnd sos 197 ND’DD 72 
sod say mons apy soy vnsxd me omsy aay py22 ms (A> we mweD) TONIWw MNT yD 
TION pp orvspsdsg 3B Sysw» py pd wp 7337 Oxyow? 193 82 AMS Dyp sw 131 131 18> ODD 
mos (ws ow) somsr armas 73 Sxyows prtdin nbs (37 va wana) arnt osbyn bw yy2 pas 
promoz>y 3p5 pray pris dsr ne an qos sovop yo smsa yn oes pss 73 prey medin 
pO NON mn seas Nd oN AS PTD oes nT yo 1D TON Tee p20 OMS pom ond wx “31 pApIO 
mane omsx yn omasd awe orwab|n sab) pry 1b awe 5s my armas jn (ow) rose monn. 
Vgl. Gen. r. XLI, 7. Vgl. noch oben IV. 219 Anm. 34. 
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Andere Geonim gingen noch weiter und meinten, es sei 
vorauszusetzen, dafi Bostonai selbst sie freigelassen habe, so 
daf§ seine Kinder von ihr im vollen Sinne legitim seien.® 

Maimunis scharfe Zuriickweisung dieser gaonaischen Ent- 
scheidung ist, wie wir gesehen, vollkommen berechtigt, und 
alle Versuche der Spateren, die Geonim vor Maimuni in 
Schutz zu nehmen, miissen als mi®lungen bezeichnet werden. 
In den talmudischen Quellen ist von dieser Theorie keine Spur 
vorhanden und sie hat den Wortlaut in Mechilta und Sifra 
gegen sich und auch die Auffassung der Thora, die Hagar, 
Bilha und Silpa Sklavinnen nennt, auch nachdem sie Abra- 
ham und Jakob iibergeben wurden. Es scheint daher jener 
Gaon recht zu haben, der andeutet, da& die Legitimierung 
der Kinder Bostonais von der Perserin auf politische 
Einfliisse zuriickzufiihren sei.1° 

Fiir die Entscheidung des Gaon war vielleicht auch das 
islamitische Landesgesetz mafgebend gewesen. Im _ islamiti- 
schen Recht gilt namlich folgendes: Die Sklavin, mit der der 
Herr Umgang hat und deren Kind er als das seinige aner- 
kennt, wird mit dem Tode des Herrn von selber frei; aber 
auch schon bei seinen Lebzeiten darf sie nicht verauSert wer- 
den: sie ist eine sogenannte umwalad. Ihr von dem Herrn 
anerkanntes Kind tritt in dieselbe Rechtslage: es wird eben- 
falls mit dem Tode des Herrn frei und hat die Rechte eines 
legitimen Kindes. Dies gilt auch von den folgenden Kindern 
der Sklavin, die nicht ausdriicklich anerkannt zu werden 
brauchen, es geniigt, wenn der Herr sie nicht verleugnet.1! 


9 Scha’ are Zedek a.a.O. Genizah Fragments in JQR 1902 S. 2443 Schechters 
Saadyana SS. 76,78. Vgl. noch Alfassi und Ascheri zu Jeb. 23a, Mischneh Thora 
pores X, 19 und mbns IV, 6. 

10 pon ana soNsme Dos ons mm mobed msmp ymw xmodyo cwows wns pK AN 
zr ns abyps > bea com... passmmend xndys RwEND INIIM 33ND NBNNIANWT M3 13 OP 
smsber pa asi sea 022 payd xb. Saadyana S. 76. Vgl. auch Tykoczinski, Debir I, 
S. 150 und zum Thema iiberhaupt Aptowitzer, Die syrischen Rechtsbiicher S. 84 ff. 

11 Vel. Kohler, Die Kultur der Gegenwart, II VII, 1 (1914) S. 88. Ebenda 
126 aus dem budhistischen Recht: ,.Wenn der Herr die Sklavin notziichtigt, 
so wird sie entweder von selber frei oder sie kann sich um einen geringen Preis 


loskaufen. “ 
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Die Geonim deuten auch an, da zur Legitimierung der 
Kinder Isdadwars auch der Umstand beigetragen hat, daf 
ihre Nachkommen sich mit vornehmen Familien verschwagert 
hatten, aus denen manche Exilarchen und Haupter der Lehr- 
hauser hervorgegangen sind.'2, Etwas Ahnliches findet man 
schon im Talmud, wo R. Jochanan sagt, daf$ er von Familien 
wei, da sie illegitim sind, er sie aber nicht namhaft machen 
will, weil sie mit den Groen des Geschlechtes verschwagert 


sind.18 
C. DIE AGADA ZU UNSERER FRAGE. 


Wir haben gesehen, dafS§ die Halacha einstimmig das 
Kind eines Juden von einer Nichtjiidin oder Sklavin fiir einen 
Nichtjuden, bzw. Sklaven erklart. Wir haben auch gesehen, 
daf§ diese Anschauung in der Agada verwertet wird. Nun 
gibt es aber in der Agada eine Stelle, in der scheinbar eine 
ganz merkwiirdige Anschauung iiber unser Thema zum Aus- 
druck kommt, daf} namlich das Kind eines Juden von einer 
Nichtjiidin ein Mamser ist. Es wird namlich erzahlt: Als 
Rabbi Zaddok als Gefangener nach Rom gebracht wurde und 
eine Matrone ihm eine Sklavin zum ehelichen Umgange sandte, 
lehnte er ab und gab als Grund folgendes an: Was soll ich 
tun, ich stamme von Hohepriestern ab und méchte nicht 
die Zahl der Mamserim in Israel vermehren.™ 
Biichler bemerkt unter Hinweis auf diese Stelle: ,,Auch ein 
Kind aus dem Umgange eines Juden mit einer Nichtjiidin wird 
als Mamser bezeichnet.“© Er bemerkt dazu: ,,Dieses k6nnte aller- 
dings als Ubertreibung gelten, da nach rabbinischem Gesetz 
das Kind eines Juden von einer Heidin als Heide gilt, wie es 
auch in der bekannten Auslegung von Lev. 18, 21 im Buche 
der Jubilaen 30, 10 und im Talmud von R. Ismael als an das 
Heidentum verloren erklart wird, da es bei der Mutter auf- 
wachst.“ 


12 Saadyana a.a.O. Debir I, SS 146, 147. 

13 m3 pews cm oma nw meps ne das xem urna sbom yom sox. Kidd.zra. 
Vgl. Jerusch. Jeb. VII, 9a; Kidd. IV, 3 65d. 

14 ty mp mm nme o> mndwn mn xmas indws ced nowsws sm bra em pry oan 
Dux obapm nada meme .ndebn bs nan sey nem masse xbw Smo yoy pmo mms nicw 
Nt Tw op mwy xb ne oope ab mp andy art wewd oosmnwo mon o> mw nd mos anya 
ores omsam mop sax now ones cag mba moinse mwyx mo md ws wok 93 wyrw JIT5 
bxsws. Aboth R. Nathan, Kap. XVI. Vel. Biichler, Scbwarz-Festscbrift S. 146. 
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Aber gerade dadurch wird der Ausspruch R. Zaddoks, 
yer méOchte nicht die Zahl der Mamserim in Israel ver- 
mehren“, desto unverstandlicher. Es ist daher klar, da& 
ik. eedok unméglich daran denken konnte, das Kind eines 
Juden von einer Nichtjiidin als Mamser zu bezeichnen. Dies 
hatte auch Biichler erkannt, wenn er nicht das Wort soy 
ibersehen hatte. Der Ausspruch R. Zaddoks kann nur den 
Sinn haben: Das Kind eines Juden von einer Nichtjiidin ist 
Nichtjude; wenn er dann mit einer Jiidin Kinder zeugt, so 
sind diese Kinder Mamserim.?5 


Exxurs IJ. Das KIND EINER JUDIN VON EINEM NICHTJUDEN. 


Es gibt dariiber eine Meinungsverschiedenheit, die durch 
Jahrhunderte sich hinzog. Nach der einen Ansicht, die im 
Babli rezipiert wurde, ist das Kind ein Volljude, es darf eine 
Jiidin heiraten. 

Die Talmudstellen, die unsere Frage behandeln, sind: 
Mischnah Jeb. 69b; Sifra sax, Perek IV, 5; Babli Jeb. 16b, 
23a, 44 b—4s5 b, 70a; Kidd. 70a, 75 b; Ab. Sara 59a; Jerusch. 
Jeb. V,15 6c; VII, 5 8b; ——— III, 14 64d; Tosefta Kidd. 
Weeros feb, 99.4. 

P hilo bezeichnet den Lasterer (Lev. 24, 10 ff.) als vOGoc, 
d. h. als uneheliches Kind.16 Dies sagt aber nach jiidischem 
Recht nichts iber den Charakter des Kindes. 

Uber den Grund, warum ein Kind solcher Verbindung 
als Mamser gilt, gehen die Ansichten der alten Kommentare 
auseinander. Die einen erklaren: das Kind richtet sich nach 
der Mutter, es wird ihr ,,nachgeworfen“, wie der Terminus 
lautet, fiir sie aber war die Verbindung mit dem Nichtjuden 
verboten.17 Nach anderen ist es die Beriicksichtigung der Ab- 
stammung vaterlicherseits, die das Kind zum Mamser 
macht.18 Aber auch nach dieser Ansicht ist die Mutterseite 


15 So R. J. Emden in seinen Glossen zu Aboth R. Nathan. 

16 De Vita Mosis, Il, § 24 (Cohn-Wendland IV, S. 245 § 192). 

17 So Raschi Kidd. 75b; Tossafoth Jeb. 23a v. 20p; vgl. Toss. Kidd. 75b 
y. 29 und Or Zarua I N. 607. 

18 Sche’eltoth N. 25; vgl. nosw poyn z. St. Anm. 6. Vgl. auch Raschi 
Jeb. 45b v. pu. 
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mafgebend, da nur sie das Verbot trifft. Ware die Vaterseite 
ausschlaggebend, so ware das Kind ein Nichtjude, bzw. ein 
Unfreier. In jedem Falle also richtet sich die Abstammung 
des Kindes nach der Mutter (vgl. weiter unten). 

In bezug auf -was5i1 gibt es eine merkwiirdige Auf- 
fassung, daf§ namlich gemeint sei: Das Kind ist Nichtjude und 
darf, wenn es Proselyt wird, eine Jiidin heiraten.?® 

Aber -wo shin kann unmdglich diese Bedeutung haben. 
In der Tat blieb diese Ansicht vereinzelt, da alle alten Auto- 
ritaten ein solches Kind als legitim ohne jegliche Einschran- 
kung erklaren.?° 

Was aus der Halacha sich ergibt, wird auch von der 
Geschichte bestatigt. Ein radikaler Gegner Johann Hyrkans 
ruft ihm zu: ,,Ubergenug fiir dich die K6nigskrone! Uberlasse 
das Priesterdiadem den Nachkommen Arons.“ Denn es war 
das Geriicht verbreitet, daf§ die Mutter Hyrkans in Modiim 
gefangen war.2! Also selbst bei der Annahme, da ein Nicht- 
jude der natiirliche Vater Hyrkans war, war dieser blof$ fiir 
das Priesteramt untauglich, galt aber sonst als Volljude und 
sogar als regierungsfahig. Die Abstammung vaterlicherseits 
kommt also nicht in Betracht. 

Anders aber im Falle Agrippas. Er stammte vaterlicher- 
seits von Proselyten ab, daher haben ihn die radikalen 
Pharisder fiir regierungsunfahig erklart.2? 

Dieselbe Auffassung betreffend Mischkinder bei jiidischer 
Mutter finden wir schon zur Zeit Esras und Nehemias, denn 
nur aus ihr sind die Berichte iiber die Ausscheidung der frem- 
den Frauen verstandlich. Es heifSt zunachst bei der Feststel- 


19 So Raschi Kidd. 68b; vel. Toss. Kidd. 75 b v. 2 und swim» z. St. So 
auch Raschi Jeb. 23a (wo es mit Unrecht von R.S. Lurja und R. J. Serkes ge- 
strichen wird. Vgl. Or Zarua a. a. O). f 

20 Vgl. Sche’eltoth NN. 25, 95; Hal. Gedoloth, ed. Warschau 175 b (ed. 
Berlin S. 308), RIF Jeb. IV N. 60 und besonders Nimuke z. St. Raschi Kidd. 76a; 
Mischneh Thora, Issure Biah XV 3—4, Meiri Jeb. 45 a, Minchath Jehuda z. Ex. 2, 12 
(Daath Zekenim 29c oben), Pentateuchtossafoth (Hadar Zekenim 51c), Hizkuni 
und Nachmanides zu Lev. 24, 10. Wichtig ist Traktat oma I, 7: na dy saw Seu» 
Dsrw v3 pep Dew na by sow peas tawy prsa1s Tay 13> pM orad1> IaNy. 

21 Kidd. 66a; Josephus, Antiq. XII 10, 5. Niese Ill, 204, § 291. 

22 Vel. Text II c. 


[9] SPUREN DES MATRIARCHATS ETC. 269 


lung der Tatsachen: ,,Denn sie haben welche von deren Téch- 
tern fiir sich und ihre Sdhne zu Weibern genommen und der 
heilige Samen vermischte sich mit den Bewohnern des Landes“ 
(Esra 9, 2). Es wird also festgestellt, da jiidische Manner 
heidnische Frauen und heidnische Manner jiidische Frauen ge- 
heiratet haben.?? Daher ist auch weiter (Vers 14) allgemein 
von der Verschwagerung mit den ,,Vélkern der Greuel die 
Rede.?# Um so auffallender ist es, daf& in dem weiteren Ver- 
lauf der Erzahlung im Berichte von den Mafnahmen Esras 
zur Entfernung der fremden Elemente nur von den heidni- 
schen Frauen und deren Kindern die Rede ist (10, 3): ,,So 
la&t uns jetzt feierlich geloben, alle solche Weiber und was 
von ihnen geboren ist, kraft der EntschlieSung meines Herrn 
und derer, die vor dem Gesetze unseres Gottes Ehrfurcht 
haben, fortzuschaffen, und nach dem Gesetze soll verfahren 
werden.‘?5 Wie ist es nun zu verstehen, dafi von der Ent- 
fernung der mannlichen Fremden mit keiner Silbe die Rede 
ist? Aber Esra, der hauptsachlich aus religidsen Motiven han- 
delte, mute das Hauptgewicht auf die Entfernung der frem- 
den Frauen und ihrer Nachkommen legen; diese Kinder waren 
gesetzlich Nichtjuden, wuchsen aber unter Juden auf, sie bil- 
deten einen Fremdk6rper im Volksorganismus und tribten die 
Reinheit der Familie. Die fremden Manner aber, die jiidische 
Frauen geheiratet, kommen in dieser Beziehung nicht in Be- 
tracht. In der Regel kommen die jiidischen Frauen in die 
Familien ihrer heidnischen Manner, gingen dort unter und 
kamen fir das jiidische Volk nicht mehr in Betracht. In den 
seltenen Fallen aber, wo die heidnischen Manner in die Fami- 
lien ihrer jiidischen Frauen hineingeheiratet haben, bildeten sie 
in ihrer Person keine Gefahr fiir die Reinheit des Volkes, da 
sie fiir sich kenntlich waren; ihre Kinder aber von den jiidi- 
schen Frauen waren Juden. Durch sie war also die Reinheit 
des Volkes nicht bedroht. Derselben Erscheinung begegnen 


23 Vel. Exkurs I a. 
24 mayinn vaya ynnnnds. ‘ ] 
25 Vel. noch ro. 10, 11, 14, 17—19 und Vers 44, wo wiederum die Frauen 


mit ihren Kindern erwahnt werden. Im 3. Buch Esra 9, 36: Alle diese haben 
fremde Frauen heimgefiihrt und entlief{en sie samt den Kindern.“ 
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wir bei Nehemia. Auch er verwirft natiirlich beide Arten der 
Verschwadgerung mit den heidnischen Vélkern; das Hauptiibel 
sieht er aber in den fremden Frauen: ,,Auch besuchte ich zu jener 
Zeit die Juden, welche Weiber aus Asdod, Ammoniterinnen und 
Moabiterinnen, heimgefiihrt haben. Deren Kinder redeten zur 
Halfte asdoditisch oder entsprechend der Sprache des betreffen- 
den Volkes und verstanden nicht, jiidisch zu reden. Und ich 
machte ihnen Vorwiirfe und fluchte ihnen, ja, ich schlug und 
raufte einige von den Mannern und beschwor sie bei Gott: 
Thr sollt eure Tochter nicht ihren Sdhnen geben und von ihren 
Tochtern keine fiir eure Sdhne und euch selbst nehmen. Hat 
nicht ihretwegen Salomo, K6nig von Israel, gesiindigt? Unter 
allen den vielen Vélkern gab es keinen K6nig wie er, und also 
war er von seinem Gotte geliebt, daf ihn Gott zum Konig 
iiber ganz Israel machte! Aber auch ihn verfiihrten die aus- 
landischen Frauen zur Siinde. Und nun miissen wir von euch 
horen, daf ihr all dies grof{e Unrecht begeht, euch an unserem 
Gotte zu versiindigen, indem ihr auslandische Weiber heim- 
fiihrt.“ (Neh. 13, 23—27). 

Nun ist aber Neh. 13, 1 besonders auffallend: ,,Damals 
wurde dem Volke aus dem Buche Moses vorgelesen, und es 
fand sich darin geschrieben, daf$ kein Ammoniter oder Moa- 
biter jemals der Gemeinde Gottes angeh6ren diirfe.“ 

Aus Esra (9, 1) wissen wir, da die Bevélkerung Judaas 
mit allen das Land bewohnenden Volkern verschwagert war: 
Kanaaniter, Hetiter, Pheresiter, Jebusiter, Ammoniter, Moa- 
biter, Agypter und Amoriter. Von diesen zehn Volkern wird 
in unserer Stelle aus der Thora Moses blof§ das Verbot be- 
treffend Ammoniter und Moabiter verlesen. Warum dies? 
Warum nicht auch das Verbot der Verschwagerung mit den 
kanaanitischen Vo6lkern und den Agyptern? 26 Dies kann nur 
daraus erklart werden, daf es sich hier um Mdanner dieser 
Volker handelt und jene Stelle deshalb zur Vorlesung gewahlt 
wurde, um besonders den Ammoniter Tobia, den Verwandten 
des Priesters Eljasib (13, 4), den Feind Nehemias und des 
Aufbauwerkes, zu treffen, wie in der Tat im Zusammenhang 


26 Ex. 34, 12—16; Deut. 7, 2—4. 





[1x] SPUREN DES MATRIARCHATS ETC. 271 


dieser Erzahlung die Vertreibung Tobias aus der Tempel- 
kammer berichtet wird. Daher heift es im Vers 3: ,,Und als 
sie das Gesetz vernahmen, sonderten sie alle Fremden von 
Israel ab.“ Die Fremden, aber nicht auch ihre Nachkommen?! 
Weil diese als Kinder jiidischer Miitter Juden waren und zum 
Volke gehérten. Ihre Vater aber mufSten aus national-politi- 
schen Griinden entfernt werden. 

Aus unseren Ausfihrungen ergibt sich nun die Unrichtig- 
keit der Theorie Geigers betreffend die Bedeutung und die 
Wandlung des Begriffes Mamser, die auch aus anderen Griin- 
den unhaltbar ist. 

Geiger behauptet: Mamser bedeutete urspriinglich einen 
Mischling aus Juden und Philistdern, dann auch allgemein ein 
Kind, von dessen Eltern ein Teil Nichtjude war. Spater aber, 
als die Nationalitat zuriickgedrangt und die Religion allein- 
herrscherin wurde, besonders in der jiingeren Halacha, wurden 
die Fremden den Juden gleichgestellt und der Ausdruck Mam- 
ser wurde fiir ein Kind aus verbotener Ehe gebraucht.27 Er 
fiihrt fiir seine Theorie eine ,,alte talmudische Tradition an, 
namlich den Satz: ,,.Das Kind, welches aus dem Umgange eines 
Nichtjuden oder Sklaven und einer Jiidin entspringt, ist ein 
Mamser.“ 

Dies ist doppelt unrichtig. Erstens heift es nicht ,,Mam- 
ser ist ein Kind eines Nichtjuden von einer Jiidin‘, sondern 
das Kind eines Nichtjuden von einer Jiidin ist ein Mamser“; 
also ist Mamser der weitere Begriff, in dessen Inhalt auch der 
Mischling gehdrt, ohne aber den Begriff auszufiillen. Zweitens 
darf hier nicht im Sinne Geigers von einer alten Tradition 
gesprochen werden, da gerade R. Akiba, der nach Geiger der 
Reprdsentant der jiingeren Halacha ist, diese Ansicht vertritt, 
der auch mehrere Amorder folgen. 

Geiger meint ferner, daf§ die Ubersetzung Mamser in der 
Septuaginta zu Deut. 25, 3 é« xdpvng daraus sich erklart, daf 
die Frau, die Umgang mit einem Nichtjuden pflegt, als Buh- 
lerin zu betrachten ist. Demnach ware ein Mamser nur das 
Kind einer Jiidin von einem Nichtjuden, nicht aber auch um- 


27 Urschrift 52 £., 350 f. 
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gekehrt das Kind eines Juden von einer Nichtjiidin; wie ver- 
tragt sich das mit der Theorie Geigers, daf fiir die Ausschlie- 
ung des Mamsers nur nationale Riicksichten mafSgebend 
waren? Ist die heidnische Frau weniger fremd als der heid- 
nische Mann? 

Daher kann die Septuaginta nur an das Kind einer jiidi- 
schen Mutter aus verbotener Ehe denken, wie die Halacha, 
ohne Unterschied des Alters, es tut. Sprachlich lat sich die 
Ubersetzung der LXX so erklaren, daf§ sie auf Grund des 
Wechsels von = und 3, -199 = an = A Oy = Ex mOPVNS deutet. 
Daf die LXX zu Zach. 9, 6 “mm mit GAoyeveig¢ — Fremd- 
stammling tibersetzt, beweist weder die Richtigkeit dieser Auf- 
fassung noch ihre allgemeine Geltung wie auch ihr Alter. Der 
spate griechische Ubersetzer von Zach. 9, 6 hat seine Uber- 
setzung des Ausdrucks = aus dem Zusammenhang erraten, 
ohne erkannt zu haben, daf$ seine Vorlage Mamser als 
Schimpfname fiir die Philistaer gebraucht. 

Die Ansicht, daf$ ein Kind einer Israelitin von einem 
Nichtisraeliten cin Mamser ist, ist gewiS zelotischen Ur- 
sprungs und stammt frihestens aus der Zeit des ersten Zu- 
sammenstofes zwischen Juden und R6mern, also etwa aus 
dem Jahre 60 ante. Im rabbinischen Schrifttum erscheint als 
altester Vertreter dieser Ansicht R. Zaddok, der Priester, 
Augenzeuge der Vernichtung des jiidischen Staates und der 
Zerst6rung des Tempels durch die Romer, der selbst als Ge 
fangener nach Rom geschleppt wurde.?8 

Ein wichtiger Anhaltspunkt fiir den zelotischen Ursprung 
der in Rede stehenden Ansicht ist die Tatsache, daf unter 
den ,,18 Verordnungen“, die von den zelotisch gestimmten 
Schammaiten ausgegangen sind und fiir die sie die Zustim- 
mung der Hilleliten nur durch Waffengewalt erlangen konn- 
ten, zwei den geschlechtlichen Verkehr von Juden mit Hei- 
dinnen und umgekehrt von Jiidinnen mit Heiden betreffen.2® 


28 Vel. Exkurs I c. 

29 Mischna Sab. I, 4; Tosefta das. I, 16—21; Babli 14b, 15a, 17b; Aboda 
Sara 36a—b, Jer. Sab. I, 4 3c. Das. heiSt es: pana ym swede ond sey wa oped 
DBAS] MSIMS OMY By oRwM Wy pI Mew own va spabdns. Das. 34: mwy momw gyno 
pPnwess pad mepw spo Susy iw Soa ibn. 
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Wichtig ist es, daf§ ausdriicklich als Praxis der Zeloten 
angegeben wird, an einem Juden, der einer Heidin beigewohnt 
hat, Lynchjustiz zu iiben.2° Warum aber sind die Zeloten 
nur im Falle des Verkehrs eines Juden mit einer Heidin so 
streng vorgegangen und nicht auch im umgekehrten Falle des 
Verkehrs einer Jiidin mit einem Heiden? Dies erklart sich 
aus den Beweggriinden ihres Zelotismus: nationalpolitischer 
und patriotischer Eifer. Das aus der Verbindung eines Juden 
mit einer Heidin entsprossene Kind ist Heide und wird 
in praxi von seiner heidnischen Mutter erzogen, es vermehrt so 
die Zahl der Feinde Gottes und seines Volkes. Anders aber 
das Kind einer Jiidin von einem Heiden. Theoretisch gilt es 
als Jude, wenn es auch — nach der Ansicht der Zeloten — 
illegitim ist, und wird faktisch als Jude erzogen. Es ist nicht 
von Natur Feind des Volkes, kann sogar auch fiir dessen Frei- 
heit kampfen. 

Daraus erklart sich auch die merkwiirdige Erscheinung, 
daf§ in der bekannten allegorischen Deutung von Lev. 18, 19 
blo& der geschlechtliche Umgang eines Juden mit einer Heidin 
dem Molochdienst gleichgestellt wird. Nur in diesem Falle 
geht das Kind dem Judentum verloren, es wird ein Feind 
Gottes — opnd sux.3t 

Dagegen ist im Buche der Jubilaen (30, 7—10), wo eben- 
falls diese allegorische Deutung vorkommt, von der Ubergabe 
einer jiidischen Frau an einen heidnischen Mann die Rede. 
Dies wohl deshalb, um das Verbot an das Ereignis Dina- 
Sichem anlehnen zu k6nnen. 

L. Freund verweist zur Unterstiitzung der Theorie Gei- 
gers auf den Fall Agrippa. Er findet eine Schwierigkeit in 
der Meinungsverschiedenheit zwischen Agrippa und den 
Weisen. ,,Die Schwierigkeit wird aber beseitigt, wenn man 
annimmt, da zu Agrippas Zeit noch die alte Auffassung 
Geltung hatte, wonach der Sohn aus einer Mischehe Mamser 
ist. Agrippa als Abkémmling des Herodes, der im Talmud 


3045 pynp yn op mows byisn. Mischna Synhed. IX, 6. Vgl. dazu Lerner, 


Magazin IX, 125 Anm. 2. 
31 Mischna Megilla IV, 9; Jonathan zu Lev. 18, 21; Sifre Deut. 171; 
Megilla 25a; Jer. Meg. IV, 9 75 und Synhed. IX, 7 27b. 
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als Sklave und Fremder bezeichnet wird, miifte daher als 
Bastard, respektive Fremder betrachtet werden und diirfte 
nicht Kénig sein. Die Weisen, bei denen damals der Sturz der 
Sadduzder Begeisterung hervorgerufen hatte, diirften auch 
wegen Agrippa, der sich ihren Verordnungen angepakit hatte, 
eine neue Bestimmung getroffen haben, wonach in Mischehen 
die Abstammung der Mutter ausschlaggebend sei, die auch nicht 
allgemeine Zustimmung fand.“ 

Ich bedaure es, meinem Freunde Freund sagen zu miissen, 
daf$ er nichts weniger tibersehen hat, als daf$ Agrippa von den 
— unter Johann Hyrkan bekehrten — Idumdern stammte, die 
nach der biblischen Vorschrift (Deut. 23, 8) schon im dritten 
Geschlecht zur Ehe mit Juden zugelassen sind. Agrippa — 
nach Freund sogar der zweite dieses Namens — konnte sich 
also unméglich als Bastard betrachten. 

Es sei hier auch noch auf die Beschneidung des Timotheus 
in Apostelgeschichte 16, 1—3 erinnert. Da L. Low zuerst 
darauf hingewiesen hat,®* tiberlasse ich ihm das Wort: 

Daher hiefS auch Paulus, welcher nur gegen die Beschnei- 
dung der Heidenchristen eiferte, hingegen die Pflichtmafigkeit 
derselben bei den Judenchristen anerkannte, den Timotheus 
als den Sohn einer jiidischen Mutter und eines heidnischen 
Vaters im Sinne des ihm ohne Zweifel bekannten Gesetzes 
beschneiden.“ 

Der Verfasser der Apostelgeschichte gibt als Grund der 
Beschneidung des Timotheus an: ,,Wegen der Juden in jenen 
Gegenden, die alle wuften, daf$ sein Vater ein Grieche ist.“ 
Dies kann keinen anderen Sinn haben als den: Die Juden in 
jenen Gegenden kannten den Vater des Timotheus und konnten 
daher mit Recht voraussetzen, daf$ der Grieche seinen Sohn 
nicht beschneiden lief, daher mu te ihn Paulus beschneiden. 

Die Agada weicht hier, wie sonst nicht selten, von der 
Halacha ab. Sie gibt namlich als Ursache des Streites, von 
dem Lev. 24, 10 die Rede ist, folgendes an: Der ,,Sohn der 
Israelitin, dessen Vater ein Agypter war“, wollte, da er miit- 
terlicherseits von Dan stammte, sein Zelt im Lager Dans auf- 
schlagen. Die Daniten lieSen es nicht zu, weil — meinten sie — 


82 Gesammelte Schriften TH, 123. 
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die Familien nur nach vaterlicher Abstammung sich richten, 
so sei er als Sohn eines Agypters selbst ein Agypter und 
habe im Lager Israels nichts zu suchen. In diesem Sinne ent- 
schied auch Mose. Aus Zorn iiber die Abweisung lastert er 
den Namen Gottes.** Die letzte Bemerkung, er wurde Pro- 
selyt, bereitet den Kommentatoren grofe Schwierigkeit: 
warum — fragen sie — mufte' er Proselyt werden, da er 
doch nach der rezipierten Halacha ein Israelit war? 34 

Dieser Schwierigkeit suchen RAbD. und R. Simson aus 
Sens zum Sifra dadurch zu entgehen, daf§ sie erklaren, der 
Sifra stehe auf dem Standpunkt, da der Sohn einer Israelitin 
von einem Nichtisraeliten ein Mamser sei. Dies trifft insofern 
zu, als der Sifra diesen Standpunkt einnimmt,?°® aber daraus 
ist fiir die Hauptfrage nichts gewonnen, denn ein Mamser ist 
in jeder Beziehung Jude. Dann aber heifSt es in der Mischna 
Jeb. VII, 5 und in der erwahnten Sifrastelle, daf§S das Kind 
einer Israelitin von einem Nichtisraeliten, obwohl es Mamser 
ist, seiner GroSmutter den Genuf der Priesterhebe erméglicht, 
bzw. sie von demselben ausschlieSt, je nachdem sie als Nicht- 
ahronidin mit einem Ahroniden oder umgekehrt als Ahronidin 
mit einem Nichtahroniden verheiratet war.?7 Also ist das 
Kind einer Israelitin von einem Nichtisraeliten, obwohl ille- 
gitim, das Kind seiner Mutter. Mit welchem Recht also wurde 
der Sohn der Israelitin und des Agypters aus dem Lager seines 
Mutterstammes gewiesen? 

Uber diese Schwierigkeit setzten sich RAbD. und R. 
Simson hinweg. Daf aber ein Mamser ein Jude ist und sich 
nicht erst bekehren muf, konnte ihnen auch nicht fiir einen 


33 Sifra nex, Parascha 14: yurd saw nwo dw ret mse xy? pose Pebswe ms yo 8B 
sonen > mes vase pTomase paboses pmo gins yw yaw me ab mes po mane pina 1a 
sey pm syn mee bw ae mad pas Syne a3 ame mas mad mma 137 Oy woe oo 
pussy ar bsyen woe mdswen po mame soppy dy mares qa vane sede swe 13 Tina, AI. 

#4 Vel. Pentateuch-Tossafoth, Hizkuni, Minchath Jehuda und Nachmanides 
an den oben angefiihrten Stellen. 

35 myx Perek V § 4. 

36 Mischna Jeb. Il, 5. 

37 myswar man asbm na wen ato Seed gna nay yma saws na ty> Seoser Dow sino 
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Augenblick entgehen. Deshalb erklaren sie: Nicht der Lasterer 
selbst, sondern sein Vater war Proselyte. Aber diese Erkla- 
rung ist aus diesem Grunde unhaltbar, weil die Bemerkung 
des Sifra auf den Bibelsatz ,,in der Mitte der Kinder Israels“ 
sich bezieht und offenbar erklaren will, wie es kam, daf der 
Sohn des Agypters sich im Lager Israels aufhielt. 

R. Simson macht gegen seine eigene Erklarung den Wider- 
spruch geltend, der sich aus ihr zu dem Midrasch *® ergibt, 
da der Lasterer der Sohn des von Mose getoteten Agypters 
war. Er lat daher seine Erklarung fallen und meint: Die 
Bemerkung des Sifra bezieht sich auf den Lasterer selbst, der, 
obwohl von Geburt Jude, deshalb Proselyt werden mufte, 
weil er von dem Judentum abgefallen war. Damit aber ist 
nicht viel erreicht, da das Proselytentum des Lasterers eben- 
falls in Widerspruch steht zur Agada,®® nach der Mose im 
prophetischen Schauen erkannt hatte, daf$ von dem Agypter 
kein Proselyt abstammen wird. Aber auch die Erklarung an 
sich ist unannehmbar. Dies braucht nicht erst bewiesen zu 
werden. 

Aber all die Schwierigkeiten entfallen, wenn man sich 
zu der Behauptung entschliefSt, da die Agada im Sifra von 
der Halacha abweicht und das Kind einer Israelitin von einem 
Nichtisraeliten fiir einen Nichtisraeliten halt. Der Lasterer 
war also seiner Nationalitat nach ein Agypter. Wie kam es 
nun — fragt der Sifra — daf er im Lager Israels auferzogen 
wurde und sich dort aufhielt? Darauf die Antwort, daf er 
Proselyt wurde. 

Diese Agada ist gewif’ polemischen Charakters und ist 
gegen diejenigen gerichtet, die auf Grund der miitterlichen 
Abstammung Anspruch auf die héchsten Wiirden erhoben. So 
die Hasmonder und andere. Doch dariiber an anderer Stelle 
ausfiihrlich. 

Im Sifra folgt nach der Angabe betreffend die Ursache 
des Streites folgende Bemerkung: Wiewohl es zu jener Zeit 


38 Lev. r. XXXII, 3; Tan. sox § 24 (ed. Buber § 32). Vgl. noch Tan. mow § 9 
und Ex. r. I, 28. 

39 Mid. Ps. XXIV §7; Mid. Abchir in Jalkut Ex. § 167; Jonathan, Fragmenten- 
targum und Raschi zu Ex. 2, 12. Vgl. noch Ex. r. I, 29. 
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keine ome gegeben hat, so war er (der Lasterer) gleichsam 
ein an.4° Der Sinn der Meinungsverschiedenheit ist folgen- 
der: Wiewohl — sagen die Gelehrten — es zu jener Zeit, das 
ist vor der sinaitischen Gesetzgebung, keine Mamserim im 
eigentlichen Sinne gab, so war doch der im Ehebruch gezeugte 
Lasterer gleichsam ein Mamser, da Israel sich in Agypten aus 
eigenem von Unzucht fernhielt — wie es die Agada so oft 
betont.*1 R. Levi hingegen meint, da der Lasterer ein eigent- 
licher Mamser war, da Ehebruch auch den Noachiden ver- 
boten war.?? 


Exkurs II. AGrippa. 


Im Jeruschalmi Sotah z. St., 22a, wird von R. Hananja 
ben Gamliel iiberliefert, da an dem Tage, an dem die Juden 
dem Agrippa geschmeichelt haben, es viele Erschlagene ge- 
geben: 15 1aunaw ar inxs 1a; 55m naan oe Sxvdea ja oem an. 
Daraus hat schon Derenbourg 4* geschlossen, daf die Erzah- 
lung der Mischna Sotah VII, 8 sich auf Agrippa II. bezieht: 

« Ceci parait se rapporter 4 Agrippa II, sous lequel les 
luttes entre les Juifs et les Romains ne cessaient guére tandis 
que rien de semblable n’eut lieu sous Agrippa I*. » 

Dies fiihrt Brann 44 folgendermafsen aus: 

Der Bericht ist sicher historisch.... Von den itibrigen 
(d. h. nichttalmudischen) Quellen haben wir aber gar keine 
Andeutung fiir einen Aufstand, der in dieser Zeit, und be- 
sonders im Jahre 41, stattgefunden hatte und in welchem viele 
Opfer gefallen waren.“ 45 

Aber iiber einen am Tage der Thoravorlesung durch 
Agrippa II. im Jahre 63 aus Anla& des heuchlerischen Zu- 
rufes an den Vortragenden stattgefundenen Aufstand ist in 

40 so om sin mywoomss omtes ym Sdw op dy ay. Dasselbe in Lev. r. XXXII, 4, 
wo hinzugefiigt wird: Nach der Ansicht des R. Levi war er ein wirklicher two: 
sa ns tee sew mb 9. Vel. noch Tan. as § 24 (ed. Buber § 32). 

41 Vgl. z. B. Mechilta x3 V und Parallelen. 

42 Vol. Synhed. 56b, u. a. 

43 Essai S, 217. 


44 Monatsscbrift 1870 S. 542 f. 
45 Diesen Beweis betont auch Biichler, Die Priester und der Cultus im letzten 


Jabrzehnt des jerusalemischen Tempels S. 12 f. 
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den nichttalmudischen Quellen ebenfalls keine Andeutung 
vorhanden. Die Nachricht im Jerusch. ist also entweder histo- 
risch trotz des Schweigens der nichttalmudischen Quellen — 
dann kann sie auch auf Agrippa I. bezogen werden, oder sie 
ist nicht historisch — dann sagt sie auch nichts fiir Agrippa II. 
Hat aber der Berichterstatter die Aufstande gegen die Romer 
als Strafe fiir die Heuchelei gegen Agrippa erklart, dann 
ist ja seine Nachricht historisch vollig wertlos. Ein so unzu- 
verlassiger Chronist kann auch leicht Agrippa I. mit 
Agrippa II. verwechselt haben. 

Man hat aber gar nicht das Recht, R. Chananja b. Gam- 
liel den Unsinn zuzumuten: Weil die Pharisader dem 
Agrippa geschmeichelt haben, haben die Juden einen Auf- 
stand gegen die ROmer hervorgerufen. In der Nachricht 
des Jerusch. handelt es sich gewifS nicht um einen ,,Aufstand“, 
sondern blof§ um eine Schlagerei zwischen strengen und ge- 
mafigten Pharisdern, indem die Zeloten die alte gesetzmafige 
Auffassung von der Regierungsunfahigkeit der Idumder trotz 
ihrer miutterlich-jiidischen Abstammung mit schlagenden 
Beweisen verteidigten — wie die Schammaiten bei den 
»18 Verordnungen“ und die Pharisder bei dem Versuch der 
Sadduzder, das Connubium mit moabitischen Proselytinnen 
als unzulassig zu erklaren.*é 

Brann macht tiberhaupt grofe Anstrengungen, den Be- 
richt tiber die Vorlesung des K6nigsabschnittes und auch andere 
talmudische Nachrichten betreffend Agrippa auf den zweiten 
Trager dieses Namens zu beziehen, und gelangt dadurch zu 
sehr merkwiirdigen Theorien. So bemerkt er am Schlusse 
seiner Ausfihrung: 

»ochlieSlich war Agrippa beim Volke verha&t, weil er 
nur den Rémern diente, nach ihrem Wunsche und dem Meist- 
gebot die hohepriesterliche Wiirde vergab, weil er ein durch- 
aus sittlich schlechter und verkommener Mensch war. Daraus 
erklart sich leicht, daf$ die talmudischen Weisen tiber das vom 
Volke gemachte Zugestandnis im hdchsten Grade erbittert 


46 Vel. oben Exkurs II. 
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waren und in dem bald darauf folgenden ungliicklichen Er- 
eignis das Werk der strafenden Vorsehung erblickten.“ 47 

Also: die Zeitgenossen Agrippas II., die ihn als sittlich 
verworfenen rémischen Spion und Schergen haften, die seine 
ganze Niedrigkeit und Gemeinheit unmittelbar erfahren haben, 
haben den Verrater als Bruder begriif$t, wahrend die talmudi- 
schen Weisen etwa hundert Jahre spater jene Begrii®ung scharf 
tadelten. Das ist ein Zuviel des Sonderbaren. 

Biichler, a. a. O. S. 14, fiihrt fiir Agrippa II. ein viel 
schwereres Geschiitz auf, namlich die Tosefta Sota VII, 16, 
in der gesagt sein soll: 

»dafs Agrippa am selben Tage den Thoraabschnitt vor- 
trug, an welchem R. Tarfon den lahmen Priester die Trom- 
pete blasen sah. Da R. Tarfon zur Zeit der Zerstérung des 
Tempels ein junger Priester war, ist es ausgeschlossen, daf er 
im Jahre 41 unter Agrippa I. seinen Onkel in der Festver- 
sammlung soll fungieren gesehen haben, so daf$ es unzweifel- 
haft wird, daf einzig und allein Agrippa II. im Jahre 62/63 
gemeint sein kann.“ 

Diesen Beweis sucht A. Epstein 48 dadurch zu entkraften, 
daf§ er meint, die Tosefta wolle nicht sagen, daf alle drei 
Ereignisse an einem und demselben Tage erfolgten, sondern 
bei einer und derselben periodisch wiederkehrenden Gelegen- 
heit, aber in verschiedenen Zeiten. Dies sagt nicht viel. Es 
ist blof& Behauptung gegen Behauptung. Wichtiger ist, daf 
Biichler den Toseftatext ungenau zitiert. In allen Ausgaben 
heifSt es 1x jn> 37 own, so auch B. Sota 41 b; der Satz bezieht 
sich auf den Bericht tiber die Thoravorlesung Agrippas in der 
Mischna und hat mit der Erzahlung R. Tarfons nicht das 
allergeringste zu tun.*® 

In der Tat hat Biichler in einer spateren Schrift ®° seine 
Meinung aufgegeben, denn er bemerkt dort: ,,dafs die Vor- 
schriften der Mischna iiber die Beteiligung des Konigs an 
dem Gottesdienste und Opfer im Tempel! und an 6ffentlichen 


47 Brann, a.a.O. S. 548. 

48 Monatsschrift 1896 S. 140 f. 

49 Vel. noch Josef Lehman, REJ XXXVI (1898) S. 31. 
50 Das Synhedrion in Jerusalem S. 61. 
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Aufziigen sich gleichfalls auf einen der beiden Agrippa be- 
ziehen.‘‘ 

Spricht nun nichts fiir Agrippa II., so spricht alles 
gegen ihn: 

1. Agrippa II. war nicht Kénig der Juden und war da- 
her nicht zur Thoravorlesung berechtigt. Brann a. a. O. 
S. 547 meint: 

» Wor allem wurde Agrippa II. seit dem Jahre 49, ob- 
gleich er eigentlich nur Fiirst von Chalkis war, von den Juden 
als Kénig angesehen, weil er, wie bereits bemerkt, das Autf- 
sichtsrecht tiber den Tempel hatte und die Ein- und Ab- 
setzung der Hohepriester von ihm abhing.“ 

Aber das Recht auf Schacher mit dem Hohepriesteramt 
konnte unméglich Agrippa II. die Geltung als K6nig ver- 
schaffen. Das Recht auf Einsetzung der Hohepriester haben die 
Romer fiir sich und dann fiir ihre herodadischen Sklaven usur- 
piert; fiir die Juden aber war einzig und allein das Synhedrion 
befugt, Hohepriester einzusetzen.51 Wenn also die Juden den 
wirklichen K6nigen dieses Recht absprachen, so konnten sie 
unmOéglich einen Privatmann, der dieses Recht usurpiert hatte, 
eben wegen dieser Usurpation als K6nig ansehen. 

2. Es ist ausgeschlossen, daf$ ein Mensch von der sittlichen 
Verworfenheit Agrippas II., der jahrelang mit seiner Schwester 
in Unzucht lebte, je das Bediirfnis empfunden haben konnte, 
an einer religidsen Handlung teilzunehmen und bei der Wahr- 
nehmung, daf$ er ein Gebot iibertrete, Tranen zu vergiefen. 

Brann (S. 547) meint: ,,Um die Meinung zu verstarken 
und sich gleichsam einen Schein von Legitimitat zu verschaffen, 
wird Agrippa gerade dieses Gesetz, das eine 6ffentliche De- 
monstration involvierte, strikter beobachtet haben.“ Aber ge- 
rade eine solche Demonstration ist bei dem feigen Knechtssinn 
Agrippas II. ausgeschlossen. 

Es bleibt daher bei der alten, natiirlichen Auffassung, da& 
der Bericht tiber den Vortrag des K6nigsabschnittes auf 
Agrippa I. sich beziehe. Dasselbe gilt von allen anderen tal- 
mudischen Nachrichten, in denen von Agrippa ein religidser 
oder sonst vornehmer Zug mitgeteilt wird. 


51 Tosefta Synhed. II, 4. 
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Exkurs IV. KAUFEHE IM ALTEN ISRAEL.52 


Fiir den Bestand der Kaufehe in Altisrael ist besonders 
die Arbeit Jakobs um Rahel und Lea (Gen. 29, 18, 27) wichtig. 
Es ist dies ein alter Brauch in der Kaufehe: das Erdienen der 
Ehe. Wenn der Brautigam den Kaufpreis nicht bezahlt, leistet 
er ihn in Arbeit ab. 

Wir finden das Erdienen der Ehe auch bei Mose. Daf er 
einen Kaufpreis fiir Zipporah bezahlte, wird nicht erwahnt 
(Ex. 2, 20), dafiir hiitete er aber nach der Ehe die Schafe seines 
Schwiegervaters (Ex. 3, 1). Dieselbe Arbeit, wie Jakob bei 
Laban. 

In der Kaufehe galten aber folgende Bestimmungen: 

1. Wird der Kaufpreis vor der Ehe gezahlt oder durch 
Arbeit geleistet, geht die Frau in den Besitz des Mannes iiber, 
sie wird sein Eigentum; die Kinder aus dieser Ehe geh6ren ihm. 

2. Wird aber kein Frauenpreis bezahlt, dann wird der 
Mann zum Knechte in der Familie der Frau und hat ihr zu 
dienen, nicht nur, indem er die Kinder zeugt, sondern indem 
er sonst fiir die Schwiegereltern und Schwager Arbeit ver- 
richtet. 

3. Wird aber der Kaufpreis nach der Ehe gezahlt oder 
durch Arbeit abgetragen, so geht zwar die Frau in den Besitz 
des Mannes iiber und er wird Herr der Familie, jedoch ver- 
bleibt ein Teil der Kinder bei der Familie der Mutter.5* 

Daraus erklart sich die ,,Meinungsverschiedenheit“ zwi- 
schen Jakob, Rahel und Lea einer- und Laban andererseits. 
Jakob hat den Kaufpreis fiir Lea vor der Ehe abgedient, hin- 
gegen den fiir Rahel erst nach der Ehe abgetragen. So hatte 
von rechtswegen ein Teil der Kinder Jakobs im Hause Labans 
verbleiben miissen. Laban aber, der in puncto Redlichkeit 
nicht sehr pedantisch war, dehnte dieses Recht auf alle Kinder 
und auch auf die Frauen und das Vermégen Jakobs aus und 
meint: ,,Mein sind die Frauen, mein sind die Kinder und mein 
ist das Vieh, und alles, was du hier erblickst, das ist mein“ 


52 Uber die Kaufehe im alten Israel vgl. besonders L. Freund, Zur Ge- 
schichte des Ehegiiterrechtes bei den Semiten S. 20. Vgl. noch J. Neubauer, Be:trage 
zur Geschichte des biblisch-talmudischen Eheschliefsungsrechtes SS. 8 f., 33 und 206. 

53 Vel. Kohler, Kultur der Gegenwart Il, Vil, 1 SS. 22f., 53 f., 132. 
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(Gen. 31, 43): Rahel und Lea dagegen meinten, da die Arbeit 
Jakobs um Rahel nur durch einen Betrug ihres Vaters erzwun- 
gen wurde, so hat Laban gar keinen Anspruch mehr an Jakob. 
»Hlaben wir etwa noch Teil und Erbe im Hause unseres Vaters? 
Gelten wir ihm nicht als Fremde, nachdem er uns ver- 
kauft und das Geld, das er fiir uns bekam, langst verzehrt 
hatien(Getre 31, 145-49). 

Aus dem Brauche der Teilung der Kinder erklart sich 
folgende Agada: 

Auf die Frage, wie es kam, daf’ Mose seinen Sohn nicht 
beschnitten hat, antwortet die Agada: Jethro hat mit Mose 
einen Pakt geschlossen, da der erstgeborene Sohn Moses von 
Zipporah ihm gehéren soll.54 Da Mose den Kaufpreis fiir 
Zipporah erst nach der Ehe abgetragen (Ex. 3, 1), so gehorte 
von rechtswegen ein Teil der Kinder der Mutterfamilie. 

Aus der Kaufehe erklart sich die Geschichte Juda~-Thamar. 
In der Kaufehe ging die Witwe in den Nachlafi des Mannes 
uber und wurde von seiner Familie als Nachlafstiick in An- 
spruch genommen.®> Thamar fiel nach dem Tode ihres Mannes 
in den Besitz seines Bruders Onan und wurde nach dessen 
Tode fiir den jiingsten Sohn Judas, Sela, bestimmt. Inzwischen 
aber erfolgte ihr Verkehr mit Juda, und als ihre Schwanger- 
schaft bemerkt wurde, wurde Juda berichtet: Deine Schwieger- 
tochter Thamar hat gebuhlt und ist richtig dadurch schwanger 
geworden. Da gebot Juda: Fihrt sie hinaus, daf} sie verbrannt 
werde! (Gen. 38, 24.) Als sich aber herausstellte, da sie 
von Juda schwanger war, sprach Juda: ,,Sie ist in ihrem Rechte 
gegen mich. Warum habe ich sie auch nicht meinem Sohne 
Sela zum Weibe gegeben?“ Dies ist nur in folgender Weise 
zu verstehen: Thamar, als Eigentum der Familie Judas, ver- 
fiel wegen ihres Verkehrs mit einem nicht zur Familie ge- 
hdrenden Manne der Todesstrafe. Aber gegen den Verkehr 
mit ihrem Schwiegervater, dem Erben seiner kinderlos ver- 
storbenen Sohne, war nichts einzuwenden. 


5455 sew mpost poy Sap ab ces awed qn ms o> pn amd nwo soxw mywow 
pew owd sds yoo amr mayo nem adnan 95 meme ys ob ses me 1d sox mwxd 95 sams os 
vy bap». Mechilta ism I (ed. Friedmann S. 57b f.), Jonathan Ex. 4, 24. 

55 Kohlerva. as OlSS, 22,1085) 1225 1346 
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Das Erbrecht der Familie des Mannes an seiner Witwe 
wurde spater von der mosaischen Gesetzgebung auf die Ehe 
mit dem Bruder des kinderlos Verstorbenen beschrankt. 


Exkurs V. Das ERBRECHT DER TOCHTER BEI DEN SADDUZAERN. 


Vgl. Poznanski, JQR VIII, 692 Anm. und seine Bemer- 
kung in seiner Ausgabe von Geigers Hebraischen Aufsatzen 
(eynax nziap) S. 93. Poznanski stiitzt sich auf die Angabe 
Ahron b. Elias, Gan Eden 165 d. Dies beweist aber nichts, da 
Ahron b. Elia sich auf die Angabe B. Bathra 115 b beruft; er 
kann also nicht als selbstandiger Zeuge gefithrt werden. Wich- 
tiger ist, da altere Karder auf dem Standpunkt stehen, daf 
die Tochter ein gleiches Erbrecht mit dem Sohne hat.®* Dazu 
gehoért auch die Ansicht Daniel al-Kumsis, dafs die Tochter den 
dritten Sohnesteil erbt.°7 Der Zusammenhang aber zwischen 
Karadern und Sadduzdern ist, wenn auch nicht absolut sicher, 
so doch héchstwahrscheinlich.®® 

Gegen den Zusammenhang der Karder mit den Saddu- 
zaern macht Revel ®® die Tatsache geltend, daf$ die Karder 
haufig eher mit den Pharisdern iibereinstimmen als mit den 
Sadduzdern. Dies beweist natiirlich nichts. Erstens ist Zu- 
sammenhang noch nicht Kopie, zweitens ist es Tatsache, daf 
die jiingeren Karder, besonders seit Ahron b. Eliah, eine 
Schwenkung zum Rabbinismus vollzogen haben. 

Was aber unseren speziellen Fall betrifft, kénnen auch 
aus Angaben im Talmud wichtige Anhaltspunkte dafiir ge- 
wonnen werden, daf in der Tat die Sadduzder der Tochter 
ein gleiches Erbrecht mit dem Sohne zugesprochen haben: 

1. Der von den Sadduzaern fiir die Gleichstellung der 
Tochter mit der Sohnestochter geltend gemachte axiomatische 


56 Gan Eden 165 d—166a. 

57 Pinsker, Likkute Kadmonioth S. 85; Gan Eden 169d; Baschjazzi, 
Adereth Eliahu tora. 

58 Vel. die bekannte Theorie Geigers an zahlreichen Stellen seiner Schriften ; 
s. Poznanski in Abraham Geiger S. 382—386, besonders 382 Anm. 2; Harkavy 
zu Graetz V, 4 S. 477; Poznahski, REJ XLIV, 176 f.; Schechter, Jewish Sectaries I, 
S. XXI. Vel. noch Aptowitzer, WZKM 1910 S. 8. 

59 JQR NSTI, 352 f. 
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Schlu& (sim 5p) lautet ja allgemein: Wenn die Enkelin erbt, 
um so mehr die Tochter. Um aber dem Einwande der Phari- 
sder zu entgehen, muften die Sadduzder entweder der Sohnes- 
tochter das Reprasentationsrecht neben den Onkeln absprechen 
oder der Tochter ein Erbrecht neben den Séhnen zuerkennen; 
daf§ sie den ersteren Weg eingeschlagen hatten, ist deshalb 
unwahrscheinlich, da sie ja eine Begiinstigung der Tochter an- 
strebten — folglich blieb ihnen nur der zweite Ausweg: die 
Tochter hat ein gleiches Erbrecht wie der Sohn. 

2. Im Babli ®° wird erzahlt, da manche jiidischen Richter 
nach der Theorie des R. Sacharja ben ha-Qasab judizierten, 
daf§ aber Samuel und Rabbi Nachman gegen jene Richter hef- 
tig auftraten und ihnen sogar die Anwendung von Gewalt, 
Verhangung des Bannes, angedroht haben. Auch im Jerusch.®? 
wird gegen die Ansicht R. Sacharias Sturm gelaufen und be- 
merkt: Unsere Briider im Auslande sind unwissende Laien, die 
die Halacha entstellen, indem sie wie R. Sacharia entscheiden.*®? 
Ferner wird im Babli erzahlt: 

»Der Patriarch Juda II. begegnete dem Rabbi Janai und 
richtete an ihn folgende Frage: Woher wissen wir, daf in 
bezug auf die Giiter der Mutter der Sohn den Vorzug hat vor 
der Tochter? R. Janai antwortete: Es heifft in der Thora 
(Num. 36, 8) ,von den Stammen‘, damit ist der Stamm der 
Mutter dem Stamm des Vaters gleichgestellt; wie nun beim 
Stamme des Vaters der Sohn den Vorzug hat vor der Tochter, 
ebenso beim Stamme der Mutter hat der Sohn den Vorzug 
vor der Tochter. Darauf Jehuda II.: Demnach miifte der 
Erstgeborene auch bei den Giitern der Mutter einen Anspruch 
auf einen Doppelanteil haben. Anstatt einer Antwort sagte 
R. Janai zu seinem Begleiter: Weg von hier, dieser Mann da 
will keine Belehrung annehmen.“ 


60 B. Bathra 111. 

61 B, Bathra VIII, 1 16a. 

62 moban ms pyre pan yt met pand oyimsy ins. 
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Woraus erklart sich diese Heftigkeit, Gereiztheit und Er- 
bitterung gegen eine Rechtsanschauung, die von angesehenen 
Tannaiten und auch von keinem Geringeren als R. Simon ben 
Jochai ** vertreten und mit einer anerkannten hermeneuti- 
schen Regel (j1) begriindet wird? &° Darauf kann es nur eine 
Antwort geben: Die Gleichstellung der Tochter mit dem Sohne 
in bezug auf Muttergiiter wurde nicht ihrer selbst willen als 
irrige Rechtsauffassung so heftig bekampft, sondern weil sie 
heterodoxer Abstammung war. Ihre heterodoxen Ahnen 
konnten aber nur die Sadduzder gewesen sein. In der Tat war 
R. Sacharia ben ha-Qasab, der Alteste Vertreter dieser Ansicht 
unter den Pharisdern, ein Zeitgenosse Rabbi Jochanan ben 
Sakkais, der den erbrechtlichen Kampf gegen die Sadduzder . 
ausgefochten hat. 

Vom logischen und juristischen Standpunkte aus kann es 
aber gar keinen Unterschied geben zwischen Muttergiiter und 
Vatergiiter. Wer daher in bezug auf Materna die Tochter dem 
Sohne gleichgestellt, mu konsequenterweise dasselbe auch bei 
Paterna tun. Wenn aber R. Sacharia und die spateren phari- 
sdischen Anhdnger seiner Theorie diese Konsequenz nicht ge- 
zogen und bei Paterna den Sohn in seinem Vorzugsrecht be- 
lieBen, so haben sie sich diese Inkonsequenz deshalb zuschulden 
kommen lassen, weil der natiirliche Wortsinn von Num. 27, 8 
der Tochter nur in Ermangelung eines Sohnes das Erbrecht 
zuerkennt. In bezug auf Materna aber, von denen in der 
Bibel nicht ausdriicklich die Rede ist, konnten sie der Tochter 
zu ihrem natiirlichen Rechte verhelfen. 

Die Sadduzier hingegen haben die Gleichstellung der 
Tochter mit dem Sohne konsequent durchgefiihrt und ihr ein 
volles Erbrecht zugesprochen. Sie taten dies nicht so sehr aus 
Riicksicht auf das schwache Geschlecht, fiir das sie bekanntlich 
eine starke Schwiche zeigten, sondern vielmehr aus politischen 
Griinden: um sowohl den Hasmondern wie auch spater den 
Herodiern, die miitterlicherseits von Juda (Ex. 6, 23), bzw. 


64 Siehe oben, IV 227, Anm. 62. 
65 B, Bathra a. a. O. 
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den Hasmondern stammten, einen Anspruch auf das Konigtum 
zu sichern.®6 

Wie die Sadduzder sich mit Num. 27, 8 abgefunden, wer- 
den wir bald sehen. Wichtig ist zunachst folgende Erzahlung 
iin | Ccuscisedaae 10) 2 

»R. Janai und R. Jochanan safien beisammen, da kam zu 
ihnen der Patriarch Jehuda II. und fragte: Was bedeutet der 
Satz: ,und jede Tochter, die ein Erbe erbt von den Stammen‘? 
Sie antworteten: Damit werden Mutterstamm und Vaterstamm 
gleichgestellt, wie beim Vaterstamme die Tochter bei Vor- 
handensein eines Sohnes nichts hat, ebenso beim Mutterstamme. 
Darauf Jehuda II.: Vielleicht umgekehrt, wie die Tochter 
cin ~Erbrecht ihat .wneben. dem" Sone cis 
Stamme der Mutter, so auch beim Stamme des 
Vaters. Darauf R. Janai: Ist jemand dort? Dieser Mann 
will die Worte der Thora nicht héren.“ §7 

Also wieder dieselbe Erbitterung und Gereiztheit, die aber 
hier deshalb verstandlicher erscheint, weil Jehuda II. die aus 
der Ansicht R. Sacharias sich ergebende Konsequenz zieht und 
der Tochter auch bei Vatergiitern neben dem Sohne ein Erb- 
recht zuspricht. Num. 27, 8 hat Jehuda II. sich in der Weise 
zurechtgelegt, wie R. Papa im Babli: ®* In Ermanglung eines 
Sohnes erbt die Tochter den ganzen Nachlaf, neben dem Sohne 
aber erhalt sie die Halfte. Daf Jehuda II. gewagt hatte, seine 
Theorie auch in die Tat umzusetzen, ist nicht wahrscheinlich. 
Wahrscheinlich aber ist es, daf$ er im Falle von Tochter und 
Sohnestochter mit seiner Theorie Ernst gemacht hat oder Ernst 
machen wollte. Denn nur so ist die Emphase in dem Aus- 
spruche Rabs zu verstehen: Wer behauptet, die Tochter erbt 
neben der Sohnestochter, selbst wennerein Patriarch 
in Israel ist, achtet man auf ihn nicht. 


66 Aus ahnlichen Motiven haben auch judenchristliche Kreise ein Interesse 
fiir das Erbrecht der Tochter gehabt. Vgl. oben, IV 239, Anm. 107. 

67 by ane meee moma mem na dor Saw sews poy sy pam. pm pom yong? 9 
mn ws .po DIpws nad ps ONT Mw AN 7D BIpos nad px ast qwe me ,DxM need set nus wD 
mon yo xm [oa] (amv) 9 Sy ya pipes nad w sem nee AN ,J3 OED ms¥ wv ONT MBD AD 
xvust cde powen ops sis pos ny. 

68 B. Bathra 110b oben. 


[27] SPUREN DES MATRIARCHATS ETC. 287 


In der Tat finden wir auch bei einer anderen Gelegenheit 
Rab in Opposition gegen Jehuda II.: Jehuda II. hat heidnisches 
Ol zum Genusse freigegeben. Rab aber hielt das Verbot auf- 
recht, worauf Samuel zu ihm sagte: I8, wenn nicht, werde ich 
dich als einen widerspenstigen Gelehrten (xm jp1) bezeich- 
nen.°® Diese halachisch ganz und gar ungerechtfertigte Be- 
zeichnung 7° kann nur daraus erklart werden, dafS§ Samuel ge- 
wuft hatte, Rab enthalte sich nur aus Protest gegen Jehuda II. 
des Genusses heidnischen Ols. 

Wir haben nun gesehen, daf§ Jehuda II. bestrebt war, die 
Frau in bezug auf das Erbrecht dem Manne gleichzustellen, 
so hatte er zweifellos auch der Mutter dasselbe Erbrecht zu- 
gesprochen wie dem Vater.71 Wir haben auch gesehen, daf 
diese seine Stellungnahme fiir die Frau Gegenstand heftigen 
Protestes war. Vielleicht nun lat sich daraus folgende merk- 
wirdige Erzahlung verstehen: 

»Jose aus Maon machte in einer Predigt einen heftigen 
Ausfall gegen Jehuda II., der dariiber in Zorn geriet, vor dem 
der Prediger fliichtete. Durch die Vermittlung des R. Simon 
ben Lakisch lief§ sich Jehuda II. besanftigen und den Prediger 
zu sich kommen, um sich zu tiberzeugen, ob er thorakundig sei 
und Belehrung annehme. Er richtete an ihn folgende 
Frage: Was bedeutet der Bibelvers (Ez. 16, 44): Fiirwahr, 
jeder Spottversdichter wird den Spruch auf dich anwenden: 
,Wie die Mutter so die Tochter‘. Der Prediger antwortete: 
Wie die Mutter so die Tochter, wie das Geschlecht so der 
Patriarch, wie der Altar so die Priester.“ 7? 

Es ist nun merkwiirdig, daf Jehuda II. gerade diesen 
Bibelvers gewahlt; es gibt in der Bibel viel schwierigere Stellen, 
deren Erklarung ein besseres Zeugnis fiir die Kenntnisse und 


69 xme ppt poy an> xox yo Ndt box. Jerusch. Ab. Sarah II, 9 4rd. 

70 Vel. Synhed. 86bf. 

71 Vel. oben, IV 226, Anm. 59. 

72 Gen. r. LXXX, 1; Jerusch. Synhed. II Ende 20d, wo ausdriicklich Juda II. 
genannt wird. (Im Jeruschalmi fragt der Patriarch zuerst um die Bedeutung von 
Hosea 2, 7. Aber wie aus Gen. r. und Ruth r.I, 2 hervorgeht, sind die beiden 
Fragen nicht bei einer und derselben Gelegenheit und auch nicht an eine und 
dieselbe Person gerichtet worden. Der Jeruschalmitext ist tiberdies aduferst 
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den Scharfsinn des Erklarers ware; warum hat also Jehuda II. 
gerade diesen Vers hervorgesucht? Aber als der Patriarch von 
dem Inhalte der Predigt Joses erfahren und dadurch erkannt 
hatte, da% er zu seinen Gegnern gehGrte, wollte er auch wissen, 
wie er und seine Kreise iiber seine (des Patriarchen) Stellung- 
nahme in der Frage des Erbrechtes von Tochter und Mutter 
denken, daher wahlte er den Vers Ez. 16, 44, der sich am 
besten dazu eignete, dem Prediger Gelegenheit zu geben, sich 
iiber das Erbrecht von Mutter und Tochter zu dufern. 

Der Prediger hat entweder den Wink nicht verstanden 
oder wollte auf das Thema, das auch halachische Kenntnisse 
und Schlagfertigkeit erfordert, nicht eingehen. So ist der 
Patriarch nicht auf seine Rechnung gekommen, aber er hat 
aus der allgemein gehaltenen Antwort Joses genug erfahren, 
mehr als ihm lieb war.7% 

Es ist wohl auch méglich, da die Gegner des Patriarchen 
seinen Standpunkt im Erbrecht — eine Begiinstigung von 
Mutter und Tochter und Beeintrachtigung der Manner — damit 
verspotteten, da sie ihn durch den Ezechiel-Vers zum Ausdruck 
brachten: ,,Fiirwahr, jeder Spottversdichter wird den Spruch 
auf dich anwenden: wie die Mutter so die Tochter.“ ,,Eine 
echte Tochter deiner Mutter bist du, die ihres Mannes 
und ihrer Séhne tiberdrissig ward.“ 

Die oben erwahnte Deutung von Num. 27, 8 wird im 
Jerusch. a. a. O. als Ansicht der Gelehrten der Volker an- 
gefiihrt, zugleich mit der Widerlegung, die sie seitens jiidischer 
Gelehrter erfahren. Wer sind diese Gelehrten der Volker? 

J.T., Zf£h B IX 135, bespricht Megillath Ta’anith c. 5 mit 
‘der richtigen Erkenntnis, daf$ dort zwei Versionen zur Er- 
klarung von sb xoxm zusammengeflossen sind. Die eine 
Version bezieht dies auf die griechische Zeit und _ lautet: 
a poo pa des xawn my aaawerps2°es5 pote py mide cn 
sw ar imxwy odvaw ar imix Sess. Die zweite (jiingere) Version 
bezieht den Gedenktag auf einen Sieg tiber die Sadduziaer 


73 Daraus erklart sich auch die merkwiirdige Erkundigung, die der Patriarch 
iiber den Prediger aus Maon eingezogen hat: Ob er Belehrung annimmt. Es ist dies 
eine ironisch-bittere Anspielung auf die von R. Janaiin bezug auf den Patriarchen 
gebrauchte Phrase, dieser Mann nimmt keine Belehrung an: "dnd ony yt md, 
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zur Zeit R. Jochanan b. Sakkais. Diese Version ist im babyloni- 
schen Talmud B. Bathra 115 b angefiihrt. Er setzt dann fort: 
»Dafs die amsi sm der ersten Version von der sadduziischen 
Ansicht verschieden sind, beweist Jerusch. B. Bathra VIII, 1, 
wo zuerst die Ansicht der a3 =n, dann die der momx wider- 
legt wird.“ Also sind die o>) in Megillath Ta’anith identisch 
mit den ov im Jeruschalmi, demnach hiatten die griechischen 
Juristen des Antiochus Epiphanes ihre Rechtssatze aus der Bibel 
abgeleitet und mit Juden dariiber disputiert. Dies klingt nicht 
sehr wahrscheinlich. 

Wreschner 74 versteht unter den Gelehrten der Volker die 
Samaritaner. Dagegen sprechen folgende ‘Tatsachen: 
Erstens werden die Samaritaner im Talmud nicht als om 
bezeichnet, zweitens sprechen die Samaritaner, wie Wreschner 
selbst S. 40 feststellt, der Tochter nur ein Teilerbrecht zu. 

Revel 75 verweist auf Sabbath 116b. Dies ist ein Irrtum. 
Erstens handelt es sich in dieser Stelle in Sabbath um Juden- 
christen, die im Talmud or» und nicht om: genannt werden. 
Zweitens sagt dort der judenchristliche Richter, daf das 
mosaische Gesetz, welches die Tochter vom Erbrecht ausschlieft, 
durch das Evangelium aufgehoben wurde, das der Tochter ein 
gleiches Erbrecht wie dem Sohne zuspricht. Die Gelehrten der 
Volker im Jeruschalmi dagegen berufen sich fiir ihre Rechts- 
anschauung auf Num. 27, 8. 

Es bleibt daher nichts anderes iibrig, als unter den Ge- 
lehrten der Volker syrische Christen zu verstehen, die 
ihre Deutung der fraglichen Numeristelle bei ihrer jiidischen 
Umgebung kennengelernt haben.7* So erfahren wir von den ° 
Gelehrten der Volker, da ihre Ansicht bei den Juden ver- 
breitet war. 

Exkurs VI. ENDOGAMIE. 


1. Abraham, Isaak und Jakob heirateten in ihrer Familie.™7 
2. Num. 36, 6—9: ,,Das ist, was Gott in betreff der 
Téchter Zelaphchads befohlen hat: Sie médgen sich verheiraten, 


74 Samaritanische Traditionen S. 39+ 
7 JQR NS Il, 340 Anm. 

76 Vel. Aptowitzer, JQR XIX, 609. 
77 Gen. 20, 123 24, 43; 28, 2. 
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mit wem es ihnen gefallt; nur miissen sie einen Angehorigen 
ihres vaterlichen Stammes heiraten, damit nicht israelitischer 
Erbbesitz von einem Stamme zum anderen tibergehe; vielmehr 
sollen sdmtliche Israeliten an dem Erbbesitz ihres vaterlichen 
Stammes festhalten. Und alle Madchen, die in einem der 
israelitischen Stamme zu Erbbesitz gelangen, miissen einen An- 
gehorigen ihres vaterlichen Stammes heiraten, damit sdmtliche 
Israeliten den vaterlichen Erbbesitz behaupten und nicht Erb- 
besitz von einem Stamme zum anderen tibergehe; vielmehr 
sollen samtliche israelitischhen Stamme an ihrem Erbbesitze 
festhalten.“ 

3. Mit der Endogamie hangt wohl die Vorschrift zu- 
sammen, daf$ der Hohepriester nur eine Jungfrau aus seinem 
Stamme zur Frau nehmen darf.78 Die Bedeutung tmyn — aus 
seinem Stamme — hat Geiger 7° geniigend nachgewiesen. Hin- 
zuzufiigen ist noch folgendes: 

Es kénnte gegen die Bedeutung wy aus seinem 
Stamme eine wichtige Instanz angefiihrt werden, namlich die 
Ubersetzung der LXX éx tod Acod adrod. Aber dieser Einwand 
ist nicht allzu machtig, denn nicht blo Kodex A, sondern auch 
andere wichtige Kodizes bei Field 8° lesen £x tod yévouc abrtod. 
Diese Lesart wird auch von Philo bestatigt und noch mehr 
von der LXX selbst, die auch in Vers 13 é« tod yévouc adrod 
liest. Der Zusatz erklart sich aus der Methode der LXX, die 
Bibeltexte zu parallelisieren. Diese Erkldrung ist viel natiir- 
licher als die Annahme Frankels,81 die Worte éx tod yévoucg 
in Vers 13 seien nichts weiter als eine Randglosse zu Vers ra, 
»die aber in den Text kam und dann herauf zu Vers 13 ge- 
zogen wurde“. Auf Philo verweist auch Ritter: 82 ,,Aus Philo 
diirfte wohl zu schlie&en sein, daf die eigentliche Ubersetzung 
der LXX fir rayn (Vers 14) &K TOD yévouc (Stamm?) war 
und gerade éx tov Aaod ein durch die palastinische Halacha 
entstandenes Glossem ist.“ Wie er aber unmittelbar vorher 


78 Lev. 21, 14 FON npr yays bins as 1. 

"9 He-Chaluz V, 73—75 (o-exe nyrsp ed. Poznanski, S. 131 ff.). 
80 Hexapla I, 203b Anm. 17. 

81 Finflufs S. 160. 

82 Philo und die Halacha 8.73. 
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meinen kann, ,man muf entschieden Frankel beistimmen‘, ist 
mir ein Ratsel. 

L. Ginzberg, in seinen Bemerkungen zu omsxn nxisp 
ed. Poznanski S. 405, erklart die Ubersetzung der LXX 
folgendermaf§en: Da die LXX auch in Vers 13 wapn gelesen 
hat, so hat sie, um nicht das Wort beidemal gleich zu 
iibersetzen, vopn in Vers 1 3 mit ,,aus seinem Stamme“ und 
in Vers 14 mit ,,aus seinem Volke“ wiedergegeben.®* 

Aber es diirfte schwerfallen, eine solche Vorliebe fiir 
Abwechslung in der LXX nachzuweisen; vielmehr ist das 
Streben der LXX nach Harmonisierung bekannt. Man wiirde 
diese Abwechslung noch begreifen, wenn durch sie ein Fort-. 
schritt erzielt ware, wenn sie namlich zuerst ,,aus seinem Volke“ 
und dann als nahere Bestimmung ,,aus seinem Stamme“ ge- 
boten hatte. So wie der LXX-Text uns vorliegt, macht er 
die Erklarung Ginzbergs unméglich. 

Freilich heif$t es Ezechiel 44, 22: Sie diirfen sich keine 
Witwe oder VerstoSene zum Weibe nehmen, sondern nur 
Jungfrauen vom Samen des Hauses Israel. Aber Ezechiel weicht 
ja jedenfalls von Leviticus ab, da er in der Fortsetzung sagt: 
Eine solche Witwe jedoch, die von einem Priester als Witwe 
hinterlassen ward, diirfen sie heiraten.““ Dies ist entweder 
gegen die Vorschrift des Leviticus, wenn er an den Hohe- 
priester denkt, oder geht tiber den Leviticus hinaus, wenn vom 
einfachen Priester die Rede ist. Die halachische Umdeutung der 
Ezechielstelle ist in diesem Falle nicht ausschlaggebend. 

Wie Josephus way auffaft, kann nicht festgestellt werden, 
da er in der betreffenden Bestimmung das Wort gar nicht 
wiedergibt. Er sagt blof&, der Hohepriester muf eine Jung- 
frau heiraten und mu diese behalten kai tattnv pudarren. 
Zwar wollen manche, die dem gvAcrretv keinen Sinn abge- 
winnen k6nnen, es in pvAétnv dndern, aber abgesehen von der 
sprachlichen Schwierigkeit und davon, dafs diese Lesart von 
keinem Kodex bestatigt wird, ist Ginzbergs Erklarung des 
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pvdarrew aus der Halacha, daf$ der Hohepriester nicht un- 
verheiratet sein darf, sehr wahrscheinlich.** 

Besonders grofSes Gewicht auf die Endogamie wird im 
Buche T obit gelegt: 

» Und als ich ein Mann geworden, nahm ich Anna aus 
unserem viterlichen Geschlechte zum Weibe und zeugte mit ihr 
den Tobias (1, 9). Hiite dich, Kind, vor aller Unkeuschheit — 
und vor allem: nimm ein Weib aus dem Geschlechte deines 
Vaters. Nimm kein fremdes Weib, welches nicht aus dem 
Stamme deines Vaters ist; denn wir sind Nachkommen von 
Propheten: Noah, Abraham, Isaak und Jakob. Unserer Vater 
vor Alters gedenke, mein Kind, da diese alle Weiber nahmen 
von ihren Briidern und gesegnet wurden in ihren Kindern, 
und ihr Geschlecht wird das Land besitzen (4, 12). Als sie 
sich aber Rages naherten, sprach der Engel zu dem Jiingling: 
Bruder, heute werden wir bei Raguel iibernachten. Er ist dein 
Verwandter und hat einzig eine Tochter mit Namen Sara. 
Ich werde ihretwegen mit ihm sprechen, dafs sie dir zur Frau 
gegeben werde. Denn dir kommt ihr Erbe zu, weil du allein 
aus ihrem Geschlechte bist. Und das Madchen ist sch6n und 
klug (6, 1o—13). Da besprach er die Sache mit Raguel, und 
Raguel sprach zu Tobias: I$ und trink und laf dir’s wohl 
sein, denn dir gebihrt es, mein Kind zu nehmen.... Doch jetzt 
laf& dir’s wohl sein. Tobias aber sprach: Ich geniefe nichts, 
bis ihr sie mir feierlich zugefiihrt habt. Da sprach Raguel: 
So nimm sie hin von nun an nach dem Gesetze. Du 
bist ihr Bruder und sie gehdrt dir. Der barmherzige Gott 
geleite euch aufs beste (7, 1o—11). Sodann rief Raguel sein 
Weib Edna und sprach zu ihr: Schwester, richte das andere 
Gemach und fiihre sie hinein (7, 15).“ 

Das Gesetz, an das Raguel denkt, kann nur Num. 36, 6—9 
gemeint sein. 

4. An diese Bibelstelle denkt auch Philo: 

»Die vorgesetzte Behdrde soll sich um die Behiitung der 
hinterbliebenen Madchen kiimmern .... und wenn sie heran- 
gewachsen sind, um passende Verheiratung, indem sie unter 


84 Vel. Ritter a.a. O., Ginzberg a.a. O. S. 406. 
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Mannern von unbestrittenem Ansehen die besten auswahlt. In 
erster Reihe sollen Verwandte (ausersehen werden); finden 
sich solche nicht, dann auf jeden Fall Angehorige desselben 
Geschlechtes und desselben Stammes, damit die Mitgiftgiiter 
nicht durch Verschwagerung in den Besitz eines anderen 
Stammes tibergehen, sondern bei den Losen bleiben, die zu An- 
beginn unter die Stamme verteilt wurden.“ 85 

Zu ,,Verwandte“ bemerkt Heinemann: ,,Das ist 4. Mos. 
36, 6 nicht vorgeschrieben; Philo scheint der Meinung zu sein, 
da auf alle erbfahigen Téchter Bestimmungen, wie sie fiir 
die Erbtéchter in Griechenland galten, wenn auch nicht in 
voller Scharfe, anzuwenden seien.“ Wahrscheinlicher aber ist 
es, daf$ Philo an Num. 36, ro denkt: ,,Wie Gott Moses 
befohlen hatte, so taten die Téchter Zelophhads, indem 
Mahla, Thirza, Hogla, Milka und Noa, die Téchter Zelophhads, 
die S6hne ihrer Oheime heirateten. Mit Mannern 
aus den Geschlechtern der Sdhne Manasses, des Sohnes Josephs, 
verheirateten sie sich, so daf$ ihr Erbbesitz bei dem Stamme 
verblieb, zu dem das Geschlecht ihres Vaters gehGrte.“ Philo 
verstand die Stelle so, daf$ das Gebot Gottes an Mose in 
erster Reihe an Verwandte dachte. So verstand ja auch der 
Verfasser des Buches Tobit. 

§- Es war ein altes Gesetz in Israel, da kein Erbbesitz 
von einem Stamm zu dem anderen iibergehen durfte, daher 
konnte kein Mann eine Frau heiraten, die nicht seine Stammes- 
genossin war. Folgte aber eine Frau aus Neigung einem 
Manne, der nicht aus ihrem Stamme war, so verlief sie ihr 
Vaterhaus ohne Erbteil, und die Leute nannten sie Gastwirtin, 
weil sie einen Mann liebte, der nicht zu ihrem Stamme ge- 
horte.“ 86 


85 Philo, De spec. leg. II, 16. Cohn V, 116 § 125 f. Deutsch von Heinemann 
in Schriften der jiidisch-hellenistischen Literatur Il, 141. 

86 boy mn xd yor usw RuSwD NMIOMS NINN’ NOT peIpID Oxmws mn Noes 
xb3. 86320 NppI Min Nmwswo Not sa NOMI NAM mT 7 syswe NOT XMM DD NID 
suse NOT S133 DoT Nptw ab sp wax nM NMaonN. Zusatztargum zu Richter 11, 1 
bei Kimchi z. St. Vel. betreffs des Verzichtes auf die Erbschaft Josephus, 
Antiq. IV, 7, 5 und Ginzberg in seinen Bemerkungen zu omxs musp ed. 
Poznanski S. 405. 
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6. Der vom Targum mitgeteilte alte Brauch des Verbotes 
der Ehe von Stamm zu Stamm wird auch im Talmud als 
bekannt vorausgesetzt. Es wird namlich das in der Mischna 
Ta’anith IV, 8 erwahnte Volksfest am 15. Ab dahin erklart, 
daf§ zu einer gewissen Zeit das Connubium zwischen den ein- 
zelnen Stammen freigegeben wurde.®? 

7. Aber auch in viel spaterer Zeit finden wir, da Heiraten 
auferhalb der Familie unbeliebt waren. So wird gesagt, daf 
sowohl bei Heiraten zwischen einer Ahronidin mit einem Nicht- 
ahroniden wie auch umgekehrt zwischen einer Nichtahronidin 
mit einem Ahroniden der in Priesterfamilien ibliche Betrag 
der Kethuba nicht eingehoben werden kann. ,,Es ist eine Strafe, 
damit jeder sich an seinen Stamm und an seine Familie an- 
schiiete., 7° 

Ferner heifSt es in der Mischna Kidd. IV, 4: Wenn jemand 
(ein Priester) eine Priestertochter heiratet, mu er ihre 
Stammesreinheit in weiblicher Linie vier Grade aufwarts priifen. 
Heiraten aber Leviten oder Israeliten eine Priesterin, miissen 
sie noch einen Grad hodher hinauf die Stammesreinheit priifen. 
Dazu im Jeruschalmi 66a die Frage: Forderst du da nicht bei 
Israeliten eine strengere Stammesreinheit als bei Priestern? 
Jawohl, es ist eine Strafe, damit jeder sich an seinen Stamm 
und seine Familie anschliefSe.*® 

So nach dem Text des Jeruschalmi. Nach der Mischna im 
Babli (76a) und in den Mischnaausgaben handelt es sich im 
zweiten Absatz um einen Priester, der eine Levitin oder eine 
Israelitin heiratet, was Ginzberg a. a. O. dazu brachte, irrtiim- 
lich auch den Ausspruch des Jeruschalmi in diesem Sinne zu 
verstehen. Der Ausspruch 1 mmx inns in Jerusch. Kidduschin 
ist eine assoziative Angleichung an Jerusch. Kethuboth. In 
beiden Stellen: ist der Autor des Ausspruches R. Jose b. Bun 
im 4. Jahrhundert. 


87 ms mr xsd eswn mmnw oy. Ta’anith 29b; Baba Bathra 121a; Jerusch. 
Ta’anith 69c; Threni r. Probmium 33. 
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8. Von besonderer Wichtigkeit ist folgende Baraitha: 

y»sDu sollst deine Tochter nicht entweihen (Lev. 19, 29), 
Da hatte ich daraus entnehmen kénnen, daf ein Priester seine 
Tochter nicht an einen Leviten oder Israeliten verheiraten darf, 
daher heif$t es: ,indem du sie der Buhlerei zufiihrst‘ (Levidas:); 
es ist blo& von einer Entweihung durch Buhlerei die Rede.“ 2° 

Also ohne ausdriickliche Angabe der Thora ware eine 
Heirat zwischen einer Ahronidin und einem Nichtahroniden 
verboten! In diesem Sinne heifSt es an einer anderen Stelle, 
daf das Hochzeitsmahl bei einer Heirat zwischen einer 
Ahronidin mit einem Nichtahroniden keine mx» by syo ist 
und ein Gelehrter daran nicht teilnehmen darf. Eine solche 
Verbindung fiihrt zu keinem guten Ende: entweder friihzeitiger 
Tod oder Armut stellt sich ein.2? 


NACHTRAGE 


Annual IV I. Bibel. — Die beiden Sdhne der Rizpa, der Tochter Ajas: 
HeSami21,8. 

S.212 Anm. 20. Absalom Sohn einer Kriegsgefangenen. — Auch 
Synhed. 107. 

S. 229 Nr. 3. Rechabiten.— Vel. Midr. Abchir in Jal. Ex.§ 169 (= Bubers 
Likkutim S.15 Nr. 34): Jethro wird mit Riicksicht darauf als Priester bezeichnet, 
daf$ dereinst von seinen Téchtern Hohenpriester abstammen werden. Vielleicht 
aber wird hier an Pinchas gedacht, der miitterlicherseits von Jethro abstammte. 
Vgl. dazu Aptowitzer, Parteipolitik der Hasmonderzeit S. 27 f. 

S. 233 ff. Nichtenehe. — Daf dieEmpfehlung der Nichtenehe eine Demon- 
stration gegen die diese Ehe verbietenden Samaritaner war, schon bei Reifmann, 
Bet Talmud 1, 78; Biichler, Hazofeh X, 42 scheint sich der Ansicht Reifmanns 
anzuschlieSen. Dagegen Krauss, Studies in Jewish literature issued in honor of Professor 
Kaufmann Kobler S. 171 zitiert fiir diese Ansicht Ginzberg und bemerkt gegen 
sie: ,Ich kann es auch nicht als Erklarung ansehen, da die Pharisder die fragliche 
Ehe aus blofer Opposition gegen die Gegenpartei erlaubt hatten.” In der Tat 
ein gewichtiger Einwand. Meine Erklarung, daf$ die Nichtenehe ein Uberbleibsel 
der Verwandtenehe ist, finde ich in anderer Formulierung bei Krauss, a.a.O.S. 172. 

S. 238 Nr. 12. Rabbi Zaddok Priester und miitterlicherseits 
von Benjamin. — In manchen rabbinischen Quellen wird der Patriarch 
Jehuda I. als Nachkomme des Hauses David bezeichnet. Sab. 56b; Keth. 62b. 


90 spans xd pamaind Sen Sneed naam 85 0155 asam xd Sie amd qns ns 55nn x 
mat owd simw doben xbx. Sifra owrp, Perek VII, 1; Synhed. 76a. 
91 Pes, 48a. 
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In anderen Quellen dagegen gibt der Patriarch seine Genealogie an: Von 
Benjamin und von den weiblichen Angehérigen des Hauses David. Jerusch. 
Kilajim IX, 3, 32b; Keth. XI, 3, 35a; Gen. r. XXXII, 3. Vgl. noch Theodor 
zu Gen. r., S. 305f. Uber diesen Widerspruch wurde schon R. Hai Gaon 
befragt. Er antwortete, da in der Tat die beiden Talmude dariiber aus- 
einandergehen und daf fiir uns die Angabe des babylonischen Talmuds die 
ausschlaggebende ist: der Patriarch stammte wirklich von David ab. Resp. der 
Geonim ed. Harkavy Nr. 349 S.176. Nachdem wir aber solch starke Reminiszenzen 
an das Matriarchat auch in talmudischen Quellen haben, ist die Annahme einer 
Verschiedenheit der Traditionen iiber die Abstammung des Patriarchen nicht 
notwendig: der babylonische Talmud denkt an die Abstammung miitterlicher- 
seits. So Schon M. Kunitzer, snxon II Nr. 147. 

Uber die Angabe des zweiten Makkabaerbuches, dafs Menelaos aus Benjamin 
stammte, vel. ausfiihrlich Aptowitzer, Parteipolitik der Hasmonderzeit S. 317. 
Vielleicht ist an die benjaminitische Abstammung des Menelaos miitterlicherseits 
zu denken wie bei R. Zaddok. 

S. 239 Anm. 107. — Vel. Nachmani, ;/s00n msn spa ed. Steinschneider S. 18: 
Vom heiligen Geiste gezeugt, ware er kein Sprdfling Isais, und selbst vom Schofe 
eines Weibes aus dessen Nachkommenschaft geboren, wiirde er am K6nigtume 
kein Erbrecht haben, weil Téchter und deren Sdhne, wo mannliche Erben 
vorhanden sind, nach dem Gesetz nicht erben kénnen und Dayid allezeit 
miannliche Nachkommen hatte (Poznanski, Schiloh S. 209, XLVII). 

Annual V Exkurs Ic. Lev. 18, 21 in der Deutung R.Ismaels und des 
Jubilaenbuches.— Vgl. dazu Synhed. 82a: Wer mit einer Heidin verkehrt, der 
verschwagert sich gleichsam mit den Gotzen. 

Exkurs IV Kaufehe. Einer der Séhne Moses sollte dem Jethro ge- 
héren. — Die Agada auch bei Ephraem zu Ex. IV mit der Variante, daf Zippora 
es war, die das eine Kind nicht beschneiden lief. Vgl. Ginzberg, Livre d’ Hommage 
a la mémoire du Dt Samuel Poznanski S. 204. 

Exkurs V Erbrecht der Tochter bei den Sadduziaern. — Zipser, Ben 
Chananja 1867, S.168: ,Gegen die Usurpation des Herodes jedoch, als noch mann- 
liche Nachkommen der Hasmonder vorhanden waren, scheint R. Joch. ben Sakkai 
in seiner Polemik mit jenem Sadduzaer, welcher behaupten wollte jan sy nan wyn 
(B. Bathra 115), energisch aufgetreten zu sein. Besagter Sadduzder wire ein Ver- 
fechter der herodischen Erbrechte gewesen. Daf aber von Seite der Sadduzider 
die Erbschaft den Téchtern auch gegen Sdhne zugesprochen wurde, ist aus 
Sabbath 116b zu ersehen.“ 

Was den Disput R. Jochanans mit den Sadduziern betrifft, so hat den 
politischen Hintergrund desselben schon Geiger erkannt. Urschrift S. 143 f. Aus- 
fihrlicher in Ozar Nechmad IIL 1860, wiederabgedruckt in Kebuzath Ma’amarim 
ed. Poznanski S. 92 f. Was aber die Stelle Sab. 116b betrifft, so ist Zipsers Be- 
merkung ein unbegreifliches Mifverstandnis, da dort von Sadduzdern keine Spur 
vorhanden ist. 

Exkurs VI Endogamie. —Vgl. noch zum Thema Judith VII, 1—2; Krauss, 
Studies in Jewish literature issued in honor of Professor Kaufmann Kobler S. 172 
und die Literatur in Anm. 2; Biichler, Hazofeh X, 42. 
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IV 2rof. Anm. 11 Das Zitat Kimchis. — Pes.r. XXII (ed. Friedmann 
11>): mom ane omwy spy axa yosn dx. Ebenso Or Zarua I N. 531 aus Jelamdenu 
(= Pes. r.). Aber Jal. Ruth § 601 aus Mid. Ruth (fehlt in unseren Texten) 
nyaisi aswy sy. Ebenso in einem Genizahfragment in -y2w 21 IT ed. Davidson 
S.223: Mt Bwyr qysis sy 1s jesn Ss moxw wm. pms. Zur Sache vel. Friedmann 
zu Pes. r. und Davidson a. a. O. 

IV 220 ,,Die Sdhne Rahels und Leas, die die Adoption der Sklavinnen 
nicht anerkannten und diese fiir Sklaven hielten, muften konsequenterweise 
auch die Sohne Josefs von der Agypterin Aseneth als Fremde ansehen, die nicht, 
zur Familie Jakobs gehdren. Daher mufte Jakob die Sdhne Josefs adoptieren, 
sie Zu seinen Kandern machen.“ — Herr Dr. H. J. Zimmels macht mich auf 
folgende Bemerkung des beriihmten R. Abigedor b. Eliah ha-Kohen aus Wien 
(13. Jahrh.) in Cod. Uff. 235 der Hamburger Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek 
f. 1395 aufmerksam: ons spn jst oy) ey nan oD Gt md bynes ew spn 
51 orws> vd maa paps mb wins spy 3a Sow pb Ge nm mwsns) mas own ow 
seid spy? qasin ‘55 yipowip ns ‘30815 ntbow Abi c355 pond iz 
9323 NWI ADI 993 Vs1wM 72 55 wmews omdSd ats w cow OMS Nap» 
spy. 

IV 235 unt. Erblichkeit der Berufe. Ausspruch der Agada: man 
soll nicht den Beruf seines Vaters lassen. — Dieser Brauch und diese es in 
bei den Persern; als Theorie bei den lautern Briidern: 

»Die Kunst der Vater und Ahnen verleiht der der Kinder grofe Voll- 
endung, besonders wenn auch ihre Geburtsstunde darauf hinweist. Deswegen 
ward in der Herrschaft Ardaschir Babagans einer jeden Stufe der Menschen 
bestimmt, daf§$ sie notwendig die Kunst ihrer Vater und Ahnen 
treiben und sie von derselben nicht abweichen sollte. Man meinte, 
dies geh6re zu den Bestimmungen Gottes nach dem Buche Zaraduschts.“ 
Dieterici, Logik und Psychologie der Araber S. 98. 

V 262. — Graetz beweist aus der Tatsache, daf$ auch der Hohepriester 
eine fremdnationale Frau geheiratet hat, daf$ solche Mischehen auch nach dem 
Gesetze der Thora fiir erlaubt galten, was nur méglich war, wenn diese Frauen 
Proselytinnen waren. Er hat aber tibersehen, dais der Hohepriester auch nach 
dem Gesetze der Thora eine Proselytin nicht heiraten darf (vgl.Exkurs VIS. 290f.); 
nach der Halacha darf es auch nicht ein einfacher Priester, was er aus der von 
ihm angeftihrten Mischna Kidd. IV 1 hatte ersehen kénnen. 

V 270 Absatz 2 ,Von diesen zehn Vélkern*. — In dem angefiihrten 
Vers Esra 9, 1 werden wohl blof acht Volker genannt, aus Neh. 2, ro und 13, 28 
und 13, 23 erfahren wir, dafs auch Verschwagerungen mit den Volkern Chori 
und Asdod stattgefunden haben. 

V 276 ,,Hasmonier und andere usw.“. — Betreffend die Hasmonier vel. 
Aptowitzer, Parteipolitik der Hasmonderzeit S. 953; die anderen sind Sadduzaer 
und Judenchristen, vgl. hier S. 286 und Anm. 66. 

V 271 Mitte. Kampf um die Zulassigkeit des Connubiums mit moa- 
bitischen Proselytinnen. — Vgl. Aptowitzer, Parteipoliuk Kap. IV S. 31—48, 
besonders S. 38. 

V 291 Ez. 44, 22. — Ausftihrlich dariiber, Parteipolink S. XXTI. 
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THE JEWISH CATACOMBS AND INSCRIPTIONS 
OF ROME: AN ACCOUNT OF THEIR DISCOVERY 
AND: SUBSEQUENT (HIS LORY. 


By H. J. LEON, University of Texas, Austin, Texas 


ar HE existence of Jewish catacombs at Rome was entirely 
unknown until the year 1602, when, on December 14th, 
Antonio Bosio, the celebrated explorer of the Christian cata- 
combs, found a cemetery which he identified as being of 
Jewish origin.t It was in a vineyard on the Via Portuense 
about a mile outside the Porta Portese on the hill called 
Rosato in the district of Monteverde. I shall quote from 
Bosio’s own account, which, though often referred to, is not 
easily accessible. After describing how, in company with the 
Marchese Giovanni Pietro Caffarelli and Giovanni Zaratino 
Castellini, he explored the vineyards and regions about>the 
Via Portuensis, he goes on: “On Saturday, Dec. 14, 1602, 
issuing from the aforementioned gate (Porta Portese), we 
entered the first branch road at the right, and ascending the 
Colle Rosato, we came into a vineyard, which was formerly 
the property of Bishop Ruffino, but was at this time owned 
by the children of Muzio Vitozzi. At the extremity of this 
vineyard, which faces the Tiber, we found a narrow opening 
to a cave, difficult and dangerous to negotiate, situated in a 
precipitous cliff, below which lies a valley, where there are 
large tufa quarries beneath the cemetery. Making our way 
through this opening with bodies bent, we entered the cata- 
comb. It is excavated in the tufa (in some parts exceedingly 
unfirm) and is of moderate extent. Still, in the two hours 
that we remained there we apparently traversed it all. We 
noticed however that there were other entrances and galleries, 
choked with earth, which may possibly extend considerably 
further. This cemetery is similar in construction to the 
others, with its tombs cut in the walls, and in some spots 


1 Bosio, Roma Sotterranea, Rome 1632, 141 ff. In the second edition (1650), 
which is less rare, see pp. 186-192. 
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containing trenches and sepulchres excavated in the pavement. 
We did however observe one feature in which it differs from 
the other catacombs: the tombs are, for the most part, closed 
not with tiles and slabs of marble, but with bricks covered 
with stucco, on which the epitaphs were in nearly every 
case painted in red letters. Some of the inscriptions were 
even cut into the stucco, and of these we found a good 
number. The inscriptions were all in Greek and in a frag- 
mentary condition, for the tombs had been opened by 
inquisitive and greedy excavators, who had destroyed por- 
tions of the bricks and stucco which had borne the inscriptions. 
Consequently no complete sense can be derived from them, 
for there survive only the first words, which are practically 
always the same, as follows: év0é6e Kite év eiprvy. On 
one tomb there was still entirely visible in red letters the 
name ADATIPIKII. The cemetery, which is very crudely con- 
structed, contains only two private chambers (cubicoli), and 
even these are very small and mean, as is, in fact, the entire 
cemetery; for therein one can see not a fragment of marble 
nor a sign of painting, except that on nearly every sepulchre 
there is painted in red or imprinted in the stucco the seven- 
branched candlestick. We found there many lamps of terra 
cotta, crudely made and practically all broken. One only was 
intact and bore the figure of the aforementioned candlestick. 
From the fact that we found in this cemetery no sign of 
Christianity, and we read on the fragment of one inscription 
the brief word SYNATOT, and from other details mentioned 
above, we decided that this was the particular cemetery of 
the ancient Hebrews.” ? Bosio’s great work, Roma Sotter- 
ranea, was published in 1632, three years after the author’s 
death, by Giovanni Severani.? This first folio edition was 
followed in 1650 by a second quarto edition with far fewer 
plates. Soon afterward there appeared a shabbily written 


2 Op. cit., 142 f. The passage is quoted by Kirchhoff in Corpus Inscriptionum 
Graecarum, IV, 587. Kirchhoff quotes also Castellini’s brief description from a MS 
at Verona. 

_ 3 It actually appeared in 1634. See H. Leclercq, Manuel d’archéologie chré- 
tienne, Paris 1907, I, 35. 
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Latin version by Paolo Aringhi, who made many additions 
of his own. 


In the course of the century which followed ten Jewish 
inscriptions were found at Rome. It was believed, without 
adequate proof, that they all came from the catacomb on 
the Via Portuense, the only Jewish catacomb known at that 
time. These inscriptions, eight of which are in Greek and 
two in Latin,® were published in part—to cite only the 
earliest works—by Spon in 1685,® Fabretti in 1699,7 Doni 
in 1731,° Lupi in 1734,° Muratori in 1739,1° Marangoni in 
1740," Venuti in 1748,72 and Corsini in’ 1749.12 These 


4 Roma subterranea novissima, Rome 1651. On the Jews and their catacomb 
see vol. I, 390-402. 

> Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum (CIG) 6337, 9904, 9906, 9907, 9908, 9920, 
9921, 9923; Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum (CIL) VI. 29756, 29757. Of these, 
CIG 9907 and CIL VI. 29757 most probably came from the Monteverde catacomb, 
since they mention, respectively, the synagogues of the Agrippenses and the 
Augustenses, the members of which used this catacomb. 

6 Jacob Spon, Miscellanea eruditae antiquitatis, Lyons 1685, p. 371, Nos. 118 
—120 (= CIG 9906, 9907, CIL VI. 29756). 

7 Raphael Fabretti, Inscriptionum antiquarum quae in aedibus paternis asservantur 
explicatio et supplementum, Rome 1699, p. 389, Nos. 246-248 (= CIG 9907, 9923, 
9906); p. 465, No. 101 (= CIL VI. 29756). 

8 J.B. Doni, Inscriptiones antiquae cum notis, Florence 1731, p. 528, No. 22 
(= CIG 9921); a posthumous work, edited by A. Gori. 

9 Antonio Lupi, Dissertatio et animadversiones ad nuper inventum S. Severae 
Martyris epitaphium, Palermo 1734, p. 51, pl. VII [misprint for VII] (= CIG 9908, 
9906), p. 140 (= CIG 6337), p. 177 (= CIG 9920), p. 178 (= CIG 9904). Lupi’s 
readings are fairly accurate, but his explanations are of no value. 

10 Lodovico Antonio Muratori, Novus thesaurus veterum inscriptionum, 
Milan 1739, I, 152, No.4 and Il, 708, No. 3 (= CIG 9906; the first version 
is from Lupi); Il, 1129, No. 6 (~CIG 6337; from Lupi); JI, 1674, No. 3 
(=CIG 9920); IV, 2045, No. 7 (=CIL VI. 29757; from Marangoni). Muratori’s 
readings are unreliable (cf. his two different versions of CIG 9906) and his 
attempts at interpretation are ludicrous. 

11 Giovanni Marangoni, Acta S. Victorini, Episcopt Amiterni et Martyris, 
Rome 1740, 151 (=CIL VI. 29757). On the manuscript notes of Marangoni 
see infra, note 24. 

12 Ridolfino Venuti, “ Dissertazione sopra due antiche greche iscrizioni” in 
Giornale dei Letterati, Rome 1748, 149 (=CIG 9920), 151 (=CIL VI. 29756, from 
Fabretti), 15 2 (=CIG 9904), 15 3 (=CIG 9907, from Fabretti, and 9906, from Spon). 

13 Edoardo Corsini, Notae Graecorum sive vocum et numerorum compendia, 
Florence 1749, Appendix, Diss. Il, p. 30 (= CIG 9921, from Doni). I had no 
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scholars, unacquainted as they were with Jewish antiquities, 
not infrequently failed to recognize the Jewish character of 
these inscriptions and classified them as pagan or Christian.1* 
It appears that even before Bosio discovered the Jewish 
catacomb, Claudius Menestrier (died 1639) had seen two of 
these inscriptions in 1592 and transcribed them in a manu- 
script, which is now preserved in the Vatican Library.'® 
His readings, which differ somewhat from all the other 
versions, have hitherto been unnoticed. Two of the ten 
inscriptions are still extant, one (CIG 9920) in the Museo 
delle Terme?!® and the other (CIG 9904) in the Sala Giu- 
daica of the Lateran Museum.17 The other eight I was 
unable to find in their last recorded locations, nor am I 
acquainted with any notice of their having been seen after 
the 18th century, with the exception of one (CIG 9906), 
which Padre Garrucci saw near the church of Santa Chiara 
before 1862.18 

The catacomb itself was still accessible in the middle of 
the 18th century. The antiquarian, Giuseppe Bianchini, claims 
to have visited it (before 1747) in company with Cardinal 


opportunity to consult the following additional references: T.S. Baier, Lucubra- 
tiones de inscriptionibus Indaeorum graecis et latinis, Konigsberg 1721, 15 (=CIL VI. 
29756), cited by Brunati, Leggendario, etc. (see infra, note 33), p.1903; Ciacconio, 
Inscriptiones sacrae et prophanae collectae Romae et in aliis Italiae urbibus, MS at 
Ferrara, fol. 40 (= CIL VI. 29756), cited in CIL, /. c.; Giovenazzi, Della citta di 
Aveia ne Vestini, 1773, 57 (=CIG 6337), cited in CIG, /.c.; Reinesius, Syntagma 
inscriptionum, 1001, No. 444 (=CIG 9907) and Epistulae ad Hoffm. et Rup., Ep. XLI, 
p- 359, No. 300 (= CIG 9907), both citations in CIG, /.c. 

14 e.g. CIG 6337 is classified as pagan by Lupi and by Kirchhoff (in CIG); 
CIG 9921 as Christian by Corsini; CIL VI. 29757 as pagan by Muratori and by 
Marangoni; CIG 9920 is hesitatingly called Jewish by Lupi, who thinks it may 
possibly be Christian, although the stone shows the menorah, shofar, lulab, and 
even the Hebrew word, mbw. 

15 Cod. Vat. Lat. 10545, fol. 150 (= CIL VI. 29756), fol. 239 
(= CIG 9907). 

16 No. 67613. It had previously been in the Museo Kircheriano (Brunati, 
Musei Kircheriani Inscriptiones, Milan 1837, 119), from which it was removed 
when the archaeological collection was transferred, about 1889, to the new 
National Museum in the Baths of Diocletian. 

17 Among the inscriptiones veterum Iudaeorum ex variis coemeteriis, No. 13. 

18 Cimitero degli antici Ebrei, 38 f. 
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Domenico Passionei, a noted archaeologist.1® Since however 
his description of the place is very indefinite, and the two 
cuts with which he illustrates the seven-branched candlestick 
are almost identical with those which had been published in 
Bosio’s work more than a century earlier, I am inclined to 
think that he may not have seen the catacomb at all but that 
he appropriated both description and illustrations from Bosio. 
His reliability as an archaeologist is called in question also by 
De Rossi, who says of him: “His epigraphical notes are of 
practically no value since they either present material taken 
from published works or are based on very inaccurate copies 
of the inscribed stones.”?° Ridolfino Venuti refers to the 
catacomb as still existing in 1748, but, despite references in 
modern writers, he does not describe it nor does he state that 
he even visited it.21_ The catacomb appears to have been 
visited in 1748 by Gaetano Migliore, who claimed to have 
seen a number of tombs and a few cubicula, some fragments 
of inscriptions and representations of Jewish cult symbols before 
the danger of being buried alive compelled him to withdraw.?? 

In the decade between 1740 and 1750 thirteen inscrip- 
tions 23 were found in this catacomb of Via Portuense. Early 


19 Delle magnificenze di Roma antica e moderna, Rome 1747, I, 57. The re- 
ference is wrongly given as page 70 by Venuti, Giornale dei Letterati, 1748, 147; 
Lanciani, New Tales of Old Rome, 247; Berliner, Geschichte der Juden in Rom, I, 47. 

20 Inscriptiones Christianae, 1, Rome 1861, p. Xxx. 

21 Giornale dei Letterati, 1748, 147f. For his alleged description of the 
catacomb see De Ricci, Comptes-Rendus Acad. Inscr., 1905, 245 and JE, IX, 471; 
Schiirer, Gesch. d. jiid. Volkes, U4, 65 and note 1o1. 

22 Ad inscriptionem Flaviae Antoniae commentarius sive de antiquis Iudaeis 
exercitatio epigraphica, Cod. Vat. Lat. 9143, fol. 113 ff. Cf. Lanciani, New Tales 
of Old Rome, 247; Berliner, Gesch. d. Jud. in Rom, I, 47. De Ricci in JE, IX, 
471 refers to this MS as being in Codex Ferrar. 269. The MS, if indeed it is the 
same, is in the Vatican Library under the number indicated above. 

23 CIG 9901-9903, 9912-99193 Fiorelli, Catal. del Mus. Naz. di Napoli, 
Raccolta epigr., 1, No. 1965 ; and an inscription published by Oderici, Disser- 
tationes, 254 (see the following note) and by Greppo, Notices, 27, No. 8 (see infra 
note 38), but ignored by modern writers. It is not included in Vogelstein and 
Rieger’s collection (Gesch. d. Jud. in Rom, 1, 459-483) nor in Miiller-Bees, Inschr. 
d. jiid. Kat. am Monteverde. That this inscription was found at the Monteverde 
catacomb is attested by Marini (Cod. Vat. Lat. 9074, fol. 938, No. 6), Oderici, 
and Greppo. That it is Jewish is proved by the menorah engraved upon it. 
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copies are found in the manuscript notes or published 
works of Marangoni,?4 Venuti,?> Uhden,?6 Raponi;®7 
Migliore,?8 Marini,2® Nicolai,?° Cardinali,?1 Osann,°* Bru- 


24 Marangoni’s manuscript notes contained CIG 9919 and the inscription 
discussed in the previous note. His copies of these inscriptions were first published 
by G. A. Oderici, Dissertationes et adnotationes in aliquot ineditas veterum inscrip- 
tiones et numismata, Rome 1765, 253f. Marangoni’s texts of these inscriptions 
were copied also by Fabio Danzetta (wrongly referred to as “Faldo Danzelta” 
in Miiller-Bees, Inschr. d. jiid. Kat. am Monteverde, p. 168) in a MS now in the 
Vatican (Cod. Vat. Lat. 8324, fol. 109). 

25 Giornale dei Letterati, 1748, 145 (=CIG 9903), 146 =(Fiorelli 1965). 

26 The readings of Uhden, whose manuscript notes are in the Berlin Museum, 
are reproduced by Kirchhoff in CIG 9901-9903, 9912-9916. 

27 Inscriptiones ad Iudaeos Italicos spectantes Velitris in museo Borgiano, 1789, 
Cod. Vat. Lat. Mus. Borg. 278, fol. 154-160 (= CIG 9901-9903, 9912-9916, and 
Fiorelli 1965). Raponi’s readings of these nine inscriptions, which were then in 
the museum at Velletri (see p. 305), are entirely accurate. 

28 Ad inscriptionem Flaviae Antoniae, etc. (see supra note 22), Cod. Vat. 
Lat. 9143, fol. 114 (= CIG 9903), 120 (=CIG 9919), 122 (= CIG 9912, 9913), 
124 (= Fiorelli 1965), 125 (= CIG 9914), 140 (=CIG 9902), 149 (= CIG 9901). 

29 Gaetano Marini, Gli atti e monumenti de’ fratelli Arvali, Rome 1795, 
342 (=CIG 9917), 347 (=CIG 9918); Iscriziont cristiane greche, Cod. Vat. Lat. 
9102, fol. 197 (= Fiorelli 1965), 212 (= CIG 9919); Epitaphia Hebraeorum, Cod. 
Vat. Lat. 9074, fol. 938-941, includes all thirteen of the Monteverde inscriptions, 
several of the Jewish inscriptions which had been found earlier, and a number 
of others which he was probably the first to copy and identify as Jewish. A 
few of these are, as far as I have been able to determine, still unpublished, in- 
cluding one (fol. 939, No. 2), which is stated to be from the Monteverde catacomb ; 
it is now in the monastery at St. Paul’s on the Via Ostiense. Marini’s readings, 
though on the whole fairly accurate, are not always reliable. 

30 Niccola Maria Nicolai, Della basilica di S. Paolo, Rome 1815, 161, 
No. 264 (=CIG 9917); 163, No. 268 (=CIG 9918). Nicolai adds three other 
Jewish inscriptions of the collection at St. Paul’s. His readings are very inaccurate. 

31 Clemente Cardinali, “Iscrizioni antiche inedite” in Giornale arcadico di 
scienze, lettere, ed arti, XI (Rome 1821), 229-235, Nos. xx-xxiv (= CIG ggor, 
9913-9915, Fiorelli 1965). I have not seen his version of CIG 9902 in his 
Opuscoli letterarii, Bologna 1819, Il, p. 245, No. xc, cited by Kirchhoff in CIG; 
nor his Iscriziont antiche inedite, Bologna 1819, No. 432 (=CIG 9913), No. 433 
(=CIG 9915), cited by Miiller-Bees, Inschr. d. jiid. Kat., 162, 168. Cardinali’s 
readings, which are based on manuscript copies of the stones, are not reliable. 

82 Friedrich Osann, Sylloge inscriptionum antiquarum graecarum et latinarum, 
Leipzig 1834, 472, No.2 (=CIG 9918); 474, No.12 (=CIG 9917)—among the “ in- 
scriptiones Basilicae S. Pauli ad Viam Ostiensem.” Osann includes all the Jewish in- 
scriptions which he found at the Vatican (these are now at the Lateran), at St. Paul’s, 
and in the Palazzo Rondanini (these are now in the Musco delle Terme), eight in all. 
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nati,®* and, to add few later names, Burgon,®4 and Garrucci.®® 
Two of these inscriptions (CIG 9919 and Oderici 254) have ap- 
parently disappeared; of the others, two (CIG 9917, 9918) 
may now be seen among the inscriptions on the walls of 
the monastery adjoining the basilica of St. Paul on the Via 
Ostiense; nine were taken to the Museo Borgiano at Velletri, 
from which later ?* five (CIG 9901, 9902, 9903, 9913, Fio- 
relli 1965) were removed to Naples and are now in the Museo 
Nazionale; the remaining four were taken to Rome: of these, 
two (CIG 9912, 9914) are in the Sala Giudaica of the Lateran 
Museum, and two (CIG 9915, 9916) are in the Capitoline 
Museum.?7 


33 Giuseppe Brunati, Leggendario o vite di santi bresciani, Brescia 1834, 
191 (= CIG 9903). 

34 Rev. John William Burgon, Letters from Rome to Friends in England, 
London 1862, 165, No. 27 (=CIG 9916); 167, No. 30 (=CIG 9902); 169, 
No. 32 (=CIG 9913), No. 33 (= CIG 9902). In the section headed “Specimens 
of early Jewish sepulchral inscriptions,” pp. 162-174, the Rev. Burgon presents 
accurate copies of both these and other inscriptions which he saw at Rome and 
in the Naples Museum. 

35 Raffaele Garrucci, Cimitero degli antichi Ebrei scoperto recentemente in 
Vigna Randanini, Rome 1862, 26 (=CIG 9916); Dissertazioni archeologiche di . 
vario argomento, Il, Rome 1865, 188, No. 5 (= CIG 9918), No. 6 (= CIG 9913); 
190, No. 12 (= CIG 9903); 192, No. 17 (= Fiorelli 1965); Storia della arte 
cristiana, V1, Prato 1880, pl. 492, Nos. 2, 3 (= CIG 9901, Fiorelli 1965). 

36 At some time before 1834, for Brunati saw and copied CIG 9903 at 
Naples before that year (see supra note 33). 

37 ‘Twelve of this group of thirteen inscriptions (Oderici, p. 254 is omitted ; 
cf. note 23) were published with facsimiles and detailed notes by N. A. Bees in 
Miiller’s, Inscbriften der jiidischen Katakomben am Monteverde zu Rom, Leipzig 1919, 
pp. 151-172, Nos. 173-184. Bees states (p. 164) that CIG 9917 was formerly 
at Velletri, but this is hardly possible, for neither Raponi (see note 27) nor 
Marini (see note 29) included it among the inscriptions of the museum at 
Velletri, while Marini himself saw this inscription at Rome before 1795 (Atti 
de’ fratelli Arvali, 342 and Cod. Vat. Lat. 9074, fol. 940, No. 6). It was already in 
St. Paul’s by 1815 (Nicolai, op. cit., 1613 cf. supra note 30). Dessau wrongly 
conjectures (in Miiller-Bees, op. cit., pp. 164 and 160) that CIG 9917 and 9918 
are in the cloister of St. Paul’s (“im anstofenden Klosterhof”). They are actually 
on the walls of the monastery itself, where they have been for a number of 
years. That they were once in the cloister is indicated by the fact that Nicolai 
included them among ‘ iscrizioni affisse al muro nel chiostro.” Bees, further, 
fails to note (op. cit., p. 165, No. 180) that Fiorelli 1965 was at Velletri before 
it came to Naples. It is included among the inscriptions of the Velletri Museum 
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For a century after the discovery of these inscriptions 
nothing further seems to have been done with the catacomb, 
nor was anything of importance written about it. J. H. G. 
Greppo did, to be sure, in 1835 publish a pamphlet entitled 
“Notes on Inscriptions found in certain Jewish Tombs at 
Rome.” ?8 In this essay he described only nine inscriptions,*® 
thinking that these were all that existed at the time.*° His 
readings have no independent value for he had not seen the 
inscriptions which he described, but had copied them from the 
above cited works of Spon, Fabretti, Muratori, Oderici, and 
Lupi. Of the thirteen inscriptions which had been found at 
the Monteverde catacomb after 1740 he knew only one.*! 
Greppo announced that he was planning a great work on all 
the monuments of the ancient Jews, but I can find no trace 
of it. 

After a century of neglect even the site of the Jewish 
catacomb was forgotten. In 1843 the archaeologist, Padre 
Giuseppe Marchi, aided by the engineer, Themistocle Ma- 
rucchi, and the architect, Francesco Fontana, made a vain 
search for the entrance to the cemetery.*2 They carefully 
examined, foot by foot, the entire region where the catacomb 
was believed to lie. When they thought that they had dis- 
covered the site, they had a path laid open by two master 
masons to an aperture, through which the explorers crawled 
part way, when they discovered that they were entering not 
the celebrated catacomb, but what was probably an ancient 
reservoir for rain water. After two more equally unsuccessful 


by Raponi (Cod. Vat. Mus. Borg. 278, fol. 155) and by Marini (Cod. Vat. Lat. 
9074, fol. 940, No. 9). Bees has omitted the reference to Raponi and has given 
the Marini reference incorrectly. 


38 Notices sur des inscriptions antiques tirées de quelques tombeaux juifs a Rome, 
Lyons 1835. 

% Pp. 8-28 =CIG 9907, 9906, 9908, 9919, 9904, 9923,9920, CIL VI. 29756, 
and the inscription published by Oderici, op. cit., 254 (cf. supra notes 2 3 and 24). 

40 The manuscript notes of Migliore and Marini (see supra notes 28 and 29) 
contain at least 31 Jewish inscriptions of Rome, but some of these had probably 
not yet been published by 1835. 

*! CIG 9919, which he had found in Oderici, op. cit., 253. 


42 Marchi, J monumenti delle arti cristiane primitive nella metropoli del cristiane~ 
simo, Rome 1844, 22. 
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attempts Marchi was convinced that the catacomb was com- 
pletely inaccessible and that the entrance would never be 
found. In 1879 Mariano Armellini, one of the leading 
Christian archaeologists of his time, announced with a mistaken 
confidence that he had rediscovered the entrance, but that it 
was so choked with earth that excavation was necessary.*? 
Then Nikolaus Miller, who was to contribute more than any 
other archaeologist to the study of the Jewish catacombs, 
made a vain search in 1884 and again in 1888.44 In 1900 and 
in 1904 M. Seymour de Ricci unsuccessfully attempted to 
rediscover the lost catacomb.*® 

Finally, in October 1904 word was received by the 
Commissione di Archeologia Sacra that laborers, who were 
blasting at Monteverde outside the Porta Portese, had come 
upon some ancient tombs. Nikolaus Miller, who was given 
the opportunity to examine the discovery, announced that this 
was the catacomb which had been discovered by Bosio three 
centuries earlier.46 The excavation was carried on under 
Miiller’s direction with the co-operation of the owner of the 
vineyard, Marchese Pellegrini-Quarantotti, from November 
1904 to January 1905, and again in the spring and fall of 
1906. Lack of funds delayed further operations until 1909, 
when after a small amount of work the excavation was 
abandoned, and the catacomb was allowed to collapse so 
completely that restoration was impossible.47 In the mean- 
time, in 1907, all the inscriptions and other relics which could 
be saved had been taken to the Christian Museum of the 
Lateran, where they were arranged under Miiller’s direction 
in a separate room called the Sala Giudaica. In 1912 Miiller, 


43 “JI cimitero degli antichi Ebrei presso la Via Portuense ” in” Cronachetta 
Mensuale, ser. 11, vol. V (Rome 1879), 27-30. 

44 Miiller, Die jiidische Katakombe am Monteverde, Leipzig 1912, 20. 

45 Comptes-Rendus Acad. Inscr., 1905, 245 ff. 

46 Miiller, op. cit., 18 ff. 

47 Ibid. 20. When the catacomb was discovered, an unsuccessful effort was 
made to induce the wealthier Jews of Rome to bear the expense of excavation, 
since the papal archaeological commission had all it could do to excavate the 
Christian catacombs. See Anton de Waal, in Rémische Quartalschrift fir christliche 
Altertumskunde, XTX (1905), 141. 
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who was preparing a comprehensive work on the Jewish 
catacombs of Italy, published a small preliminary monograph 
on the Monteverde catacomb.‘8 In the same year Miiller’s 
untimely death deprived Jewish archaeology of one of its 
greatest investigators. The inscriptions of the Monteverde 
catacomb were published several years later under the auspices 
of the Gesellschaft zur Forderung der Wissenschaft des Juden- 
tums by Dr. Nikos A. Bees, one of Miiller’s pupils, with a 
very detailed commentary and excellent facsimiles of nearly 
all the inscriptions.4® This work, though magnificently edited 
and enriched with notes by Deissmann, Dessau, and other 
distinguished scholars, unfortunately contains many errors of 
reading and interpretation. 

At the end of the year 1913 a new region of the Patan 
was found, and stripped of its inscriptions in June 1914.°° 
These inscriptions, which were few and comparatively un- 
important, were added to the collection in the Lateran. All 
the Jewish inscriptions of the Sala Giudaica were published, 
very inadequately, by G. Schneider-Graziosi,®>4 a young 
archaeologist, who lost his life at the battlefront. After the 
war Professor Roberto Paribeni, the director of excavations 
in the Roman district and director of the Museo delle Terme, 
published 25 new inscriptions which were found at the cata- 
comb.®2. Through the courtesy of Professor Paribeni, I was 


48 Op. cit. After the author’s death his description of the catacomb was 
published in Italian: “Il cimitero degli antichi Ebrei posto sulla Via Portuense ” 
in Dissertaziont della Pontificia Accademia Romana di Archeologia, ser. Ul, vol. XII 
(1915), 207-318. = 

49 Die Inschriften der jiidischen Katakombe am Monteverde zu Rom, Leipzig 1919. 
For reviews of this work see Th. Reinach, “La cimetiére juive de Monteverde ” 
in REJ, LXXI (1920), 113-126; P. Kretschmer in Glotta, XII (1923), 192f.; 
H. J. Leon in American Journal of Archaeology, xxxi (1927), 392 ff. 

50 R. Kanzler, “Scoperta di una nuova regione del cimitero giudaico della 
Via Portuense” in Nuov. Bull. Arch. Crist.. XXI (1915), 152-157. 

51 “La nuova Sala Giudaica nel Museo Cristiano Lateranense” in Nuov. 
Bull. Arch. Crist., XX (1915). 13-56. 

52 “Jscrizioni del cimitero giudaico di Monteverde” in Notizie degli Scavi, 
1919, 60-70; “Iscrizione latina del sepolcreto giudaico di Monteverde sulla: Via 
Portuense,” ibid., 1921, 358 ff. 
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permitted to examine these in the basement of the Museo 
delle Terme, where they were temporarily placed. 

The catacomb itself has so completely fallen into ruin 
that it is no longer accessible. In all, 207 Jewish inscriptions 
have been found in this catacomb. Of the 185 items in the 
Miiller-Bees collection, only 166 may properly be counted, 
for at least seven are clearly pagan inscriptions,®* and twelve 
others are to be excluded either because they bear not a single 
letter or for other reasons.®* Five inscriptions, which had been 
found at an earlier time, were omitted from the collection,®® 
and 36 others were found after Miiller’s death.°* Of the 
207 inscriptions, 138 are now in the Sala Giudaica of the 
Lateran, 3 in the Capitoline Museum, 3 in the monastery at 
St. Paul’s, 24 in the Museo delle Terme, 5 in the Museo 
Nazionale at Naples; the remaining 34 are either lost—for 
the most part in the ruins of the catacomb—or their present 
locations are unknown to me. 

In the meantime other Jewish catacombs had been dis- 
covered. A large catacomb was found on May 1, 1859 at the 
Via Appia in the Vigna Randanini a short distance from the 
basilica of St. Sebastian near the branch road called Via 
Appia Pignatelli. This cemetery, which is very well preserved, 
was thoroughly explored and described by Padre Raffaele 


53 Nos. 4, 43, I00, IOI, 103, 104, 105. 

54 Nos. 64, 72, 157, 159, 166, 167, 168, 170, 171 show no letters; No. 161 
has only traces of two sigmas; Nos. 17 and 18 are clearly parts of the same 
inscription (cf. Vaccari in Nuov. Bull. Arch. Crist., XXVIII, 1922, 44-47); No.75 
is the same as 142, as noted in the “Nachtrage und Berichtigungen” (to 
Miller-Bees) on p. 174. 

55 CIG 9907 and CIL VI. 29757 (cf. supra note 5); the inscription pub- 
lished in Oderici, Dissertationes, 254 (supra note 23); an apparently unpublished 
inscription, now in the collection at St. Paul’s, copied by Marini in Cod. Vat. 
Lat. 9074, fol. 939, No. 2 (supra note 29); an inscription, found about 1900 
(Notizie degli Scavi, 1900, 88 and Bull. Comm. Arch. Comun., 1900, 223), which 
is almost certainly from the Monteverde catacomb, because it not only refers to 
the synagogue of the Awgustenses, which is mentioned in five other inscriptions 
found in this catacomb, but the stone itself was found near the Piazza di 
S. Francesco alla Ripa a short distance inside the Porta Portese. This last 
inscription, which was on a sarcophagus, is now in the Capitoline Museum. 

56 Eleven were published in 1915 by Kanzler and by Schneider-Graziosi, 
twenty-five by Paribeni in 1919 and 1921 (supra notes 50-52). 
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Garrucci, one:of the most eminent of Christian archaeologists.°7 
Jewish cemeteries had now been found in those two sections 
of the city where it was known from the literary sources that 
the Jews had settled; namely, the Transtiberine region 5* and 
the district outside the Porta Capena at the Via Appia.°? 
In the catacomb there were found among other objects about 
180 inscriptions, 130 of which were published by Garrucci ®° 
and 5 by Marucchi.®! The rest, with the exception of three,°? 
are still unpublished. When the vineyard was sold in 1884, 
many of the inscriptions were removed, but some were later 
replaced.6* In 1904 M. de Ricci found 136 inscriptions in the 
catacomb;* in 1922 I was able to find only 121. Not a few 
of those which Garrucci and Marucchi saw entire are now in 
a fragmentary condition. All of the inscribed stones have 
been inserted in the walls of the catacomb, but with no apparent 
attempt to place them near the spot where they were found. 
Portions of the same inscription are sometimes divided be- 
tween widely separated parts of the catacomb. Some of the 
inscriptions which were in the catacomb when Marucchi 
published his Guida in 1884 are now to be found elsewhere. 
Four are in the Museo delle Terme;®® one is in the Capitoline 


57 Cimitero degli antichi Ebrei scoperto recentemente in Vizna Randanini, Rome 
1862, and “ Descrizione del cimitero ebraico di Vigna Randanini” in his Disser- 
tazioni archeologiche di vario argomento, Il, Rome 1865, 168-178. Before Garrucci’s 
monograph a very incomplete and inaccurate description had been published 
by E. Herzog: “Le catacombe degli Ebrei in Vigna Rondanini (sic)” in Bull. 
Ist. Corr. Arch., 1861, 91-104. 

38 Philo, Legat. ad Gaium 23.155 (Cohn-Wendland). 

59 Juvenal 3.12-16. 

60 In Cimitero, 23-69; “Nuove epigrafi ebraiche di Vigna Randanini” in 
Diss. Arch. Ul, 153-167 and “Epigrafi inedite di Vigna Randanini,” ibid., 178-185. 

61 “Scavi nella Vigna Randanini” in Cronachetta Mensuale, ser. TI, vol. I 
(1883), 188 ff. Marucchi refers to a large number of the inscriptions without 
giving the full texts in his pamphlet, Breve guida del cimitero gindaico in Vigna 
Randanini, Rome 1884 (reproduced in his Le catacombe romane, Rome 1905, 
234-247 and Eléments d’archéologie chrétienne, Ul, Paris 1903, 208-226. 

62 CIL VI. 7649, 7663 and Miiller, Miitte:l. Deutsch. Arch. Inst., Rom. Abt., 
I (1886), 56. 

63 Marucchi, Catacombe romane, 244, note 2. 

64 JE, IX, 471. 

65 Those published in Garrucci, Cimitero, 31, 51, 52, 60. 
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Museum;°° I found half of one stone at Columbia University 
in New York City, while the other half is still inside the 
catacomb, as I have shown elsewhere.*7 Also a small frag- 
ment, which the late Schneider-Graziosi saw in the Vigna 
Angelucci at Velletri,** is clearly from the missing portion 
of a stone, the greater part of which is in the catacomb.®® 
Of the published inscriptions from this catacomb I was unable 
to locate 32, but I copied 19 which have not yet been published. 

This catacomb, which is on property now owned by the 
Marchese di Roccagiovine, is the only Jewish catacomb in 
Rome which is accessible to visitors. It is described in many 
of the guide-books, and there is usually some guide available 
to conduct visitors through the subterranean corridors. Some 
of the galleries, which are thought to be insecure, are closed 
to visitors, and may be examined only with the permission 
ot the owner. In these galleries I found several inscriptions. 
Some parts of the catacomb are unfortunately still unex- 
cavated. 

In 1867 Giovanni Battista de Rossi, the greatest Christian 
archaeologist of the r9th century, found a small Jewish 
catacomb in the vineyard of Conte Cimarra by the Via 
Appia, beyond St. Sebastian’s. De Rossi published only a 
brief announcement of his discovery with the promise of a 
plan and full description,”® but the promise was not carried 
out. Abraham Berliner published De Rossi’s copies of six of 
the inscriptions.71 Neither the catacomb nor its inscriptions 
appear to be available. 

A fourth Jewish catacomb was discovered in 1882 by 
Commendatore Orazio Marucchi, who was then at the be- 
ginning of a distinguished career in the field of Christian 


_ 66 Garrucci, Diss. Arch., I, 179, No. 8. 

67 “ A Jewish Inscription at Columbia University ” in American Journal of 
Archaeology, XXVIII (1924), 251. 

68 Nuov. Bull. Arch. Crist., XX1 (1915), 53£ Possibly more of the missing 
inscriptions are at Velletri, for the Angelucci family once owned Vigna Randanini. 

69 It was almost entire when Garrucci copied it (Cimitero, 54). i 

70 “Scoperta d’un cimitero giudaico presso Appia” in Bull. Arch. Crist., 
V (1867), 16. 

11 Gesch. d. Jud. in Rom, I, Frankfurt 1893, 90 ff. 
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archaeology.72, It was situated on the left of the Via Labicana 
in the Vigna Apolloni, more than a mile outside the Porta 
Maggiore. It had accidentally been found by workmen, who 
were reopening an ancient pozzolana quarry. No actual ex- 
cavation was attempted until January 1884, when after only 
three days of digging under Marucchi’s direction, the work 
was discontinued on account of lack of funds, nor has it ever 
been resumed. The five inscriptions which were found there 
are so fragmentary that they are of small value. 

In 1885 Nikolaus Miiller found another small Jewish 
catacomb on the Via Appia Pignatelli, near the main Via 
Appia and close to the large catacomb of Vigna Randanini 
and the Christian catacomb of Praetextatus.7* Miiller found 
there three Jewish inscriptions, and several pagan inscriptions 
on stones which had been used to close the openings of the 
loculi. The brief preliminary description was to be followed 
by a detailed account, which was to be included in Miiller’s 
work on all the Jewish catacombs of Italy, a work which was 
unhappily cut off by the author’s death. Both this catacomb 
and that of the Via Labicana are no longer accessible. 

Lastly, in 1919 a sixth Jewish catacomb was discovered 
on the grounds of Villa Torlonia on the Via Nomentana at 
the intersection of Via Lazzaro Spallanzani about a half mile 
from the Porta Pia. The discovery was made by the workmen 
of Prince Don Giovanni Torlonia while they were digging 
the foundations for a new stable. The catacomb was excavated 
at Prince Torlonia’s expense under the supervision of the 
engineer, Agostino Valente. An investigation was made by 
Professor Roberto Paribeni and the architect, Italo Gismondi. 
Paribeni published a brief description of the catacomb with 


72 Marucchi, “Di un nuovo cimitero giudaico sulla Via Labicana” in 
Dissert. Pontif. Accad. Arch., ser. Il, vol. Il (1884), 499-5 323 also published separately. 
The account is reproduced in his Catacombe romane, 279-297 and Elém. d’arch. 
chrét., Il, 259-275. Cf. Bull. Arch. Crist., 1883, 79f and 1884, 42f. 

73 Miiller, “Le catacombe ebraiche presso la Via Appia Pignatelli” in 
Mitteil. Deutsch. Arch. Inst., Rom. Abt., 1 (1886), 49-56. Cf. Fiorelli in Mem. Accad. 
Lincet, I (1885), 334 (= Notizie degli Scavi, 1885, 158). 
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the texts of 52 inscriptions and a plan by Gismondi.74 Through 
the generous permission of Prince Torlonia, I made two 
visits to this catacomb, which is not otherwise accessible, and 
made copies and measurements of 68 inscriptions, 22 of which 
have not yet been published. Of those published by Paribeni 
I found all but six. His readings, which were taken under 
difficulties, can be corrected in many important details. Nearly 
all the inscriptions are still in their original places inside the 
catacomb, for they are painted on the stuccoed closures of 
the loculi. The few inscriptions on marble had been removed 
to the stable. The catacomb has not yet been completely 
excavated. Certain portions, which threaten to collapse, have 
been buttressed with wooden supports. 

To sum up, six Jewish catacombs have been found at 
Rome: three by the Via Appia, one each at the Via Portuense, 
the Via Labicana, and the Via Nomentana. These catacombs 
have yielded, to my knowledge, the texts of 452 Jewish 
inscriptions,“®> 42 of which are still unpublished. Besides, 
there are 34 others (four still unpublished) which were found 
at Rome, but the specific catacomb from which each came 
cannot be determined with certainty.7* In addition, eight 
Jewish inscriptions (one unpublished) were found at Porto, 
about fifteen miles from Rome, where there was a Jewish 
community which may have had some connection with the 
community at Rome.77 This makes a total of 494 Jewish 


74 “Catacomba giudaica sulla Via Nomentana” in Notizie degh Scavi, 
1920, 143-155. Cf. the briefer notice in Atene e Roma, 1920, 181 ff., 

75 Monteverde 207, Vigna Randanini 157, Vigna Conte Cimarra 6, Via 
Appia Pignatelli 3, Via Labicana 5, Via Nomentana 74. 

76 Seven of these are in the Museo delle Terme, four at St. Paul’s, three 
in the Lateran Museum, two in the Capitoline Museum, one at S. Maria in 
Trastevere, four at Naples; the remaining thirteen I was unable to find. Of 
those at the Terme, three (CIG 9909, 9922, and Garrucci, Diss. Arcb., I, 191, 
No. 13) had once been in the Palazzo Rondanini on the Corso. 

77 G. B. De Rossi in Bull. Arch. Crist.,TV (1866), 40; Lanciani in Ann. Ist. 
Corr. Arch., XL (1868), 191; Le Blant in Comptes-Rend. Acad. Inscr. XIV (1886), 
195 f.; J. Dérenbourg, “Elazar, Le Peitan” in Mélanges Renier, Paris 1887, 438 ff. ; 
J. Ficker, Die altchristlichen Bildwerke im christlichen Museum des Laterans, Leipzig 
1890, 36, No. 86. These inscriptions are now in the court of the Bishop’s Palace 
at Porto, with the exception of the inscription published by Ficker and half of 
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inscriptions found at or near Rome. Whether or not Rome 
will yield more Jewish catacombs and inscriptions, the material 
at present available is sufficient to permit a partial recon- 
struction of certain aspects of the ancient community. 


the long epitaph in Dérenbourg, op. cit., 440, which are now in the Sala Giudaica 
of the Lateran. De Ricci, JE, XI, 471 and Schiirer, Gesch. d. jiid. Volkes, TIL4, 66 
assert that a Jewish catacomb was found at Porto, but there is no such statement 
in the authorities which they cite. 
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AN UNKNOWN HEBREW VERSION OF THE 
SAX IN GS OF AESOP 


By RICHARD J. H. GOTTHEIL, Columbia University, New York, N.Y. 


1 the library of Columbia University there is preserved a 
manuscript which I think is unique, by one Elijah ben 
Menahem Raba, at once the author and the scribe. The manu- 
script was formerly in the possession of the Temple Emanuel in 
New York City, having been in the collection bought of Miiller 
of Amsterdam in the year 1868, and presented by the Trustees 
of the Temple to Columbia in the year 1893. Elijah ben Menahem 
Raba lived in Carpi, in the Dukedom of Modena.! Raba’s father 
resided in Padua, where he composed, so far as our knowledge 
reaches, seven different writings, of which mention is made in 
Wolf’s Bibliotheca Hebraea. Only three of these seem to have 
reached the printer, the one entitled Bet Moed having been edited 
by his son in the year 1604-1605. 

The manuscript before us contains several compilatory works 
by the younger Raba: a collection of Talmudic sayings arranged 
alphabetically and commented on pithily, by the collector; 
a similarly ordered collection of wise saws culled from the 
Midrash and Talmud, arranged according to the occurrence in 
them of the numbers 1, 2, etc., up to 10—likewise commented 


1 Cf. Ben Chananja, Szegedin 1866, p. 215; Catalogo dei Manoscritti Ebraici 
della Biblioteca della Communita Israelitica di Mantova, compilato dal Rabbino 
Maggiore Marco Mortara, Livorno 1878, p. 58. (For the use of this little book 
I am indebted to the late Rev. Dr. S. Morais of Philadelphia). Mortara says that 
Raba lived in Padua, but the MS. is stated distinctly to have been written in 
Carpi. On the title-page we read, swot ny aonb: prt pron ns Foye nowa nnn 
n> jox pos meson. Of course, Alfonso II (1559-1597), the persecutor of Tasso, 
and the last legitimate offspring of the Italian branch of the Este house, is meant. 
Cf. Muratori, Annali a’ Italia, x, pp. 365 ff. Cf, also, REJ., 1925, p.723 Eisenstadt- 
Wiener, Da‘at Kedoshim, p. 147; Steinschneider, Purim and Parody for a biblio- 
graphy of the Raba family, as well as Neubauer, Jahrbuch fir Geschichte der 
Juden, 3rd let. al fin. 

2 And not 1608, as Fiirst, Bibliotheca Judaica, ii, p. 352, and Benjacob, 
Ozar Ha-Sepharim, p.75, No. 363 state. Cf. Steinschneider, Catalogus, col. 1733. 
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upon and, togéther with the first, provided with careful references 
to the originals. Then comes another list of sayings taken from 
philosophic and moral works in alphabetical order, and lengthily 
commented upon by the collector.3 

The last place in the manuscript is taken by the Hebrew 
translation from an Italian original, which is also given.4 The 355 
sayings bear the Hebrew title Aderet Eliyahu; Italian title they 
have none. In a long, rhymed prose introduction, his own work— 
Raba, the younger, gives the reason for this, his choice of name. 
The collection itself in short sentences of two otixot, which 
rhyme with each other, is headed thus: “ Behold this: it existed, 
however, in olden times, in a Gentile speech. The writer com- 
posed it who is called by name Aesopo of Phrygia,5 a Gentile 
who composed many proverbs, in number without end. By the 
aid of Heaven, the high, the exalted, I shall translate it into the 
Assyrian ® speech. I open my lips and take up my parable and 
I say.” 

I know not by what right these sentences are dubbed 
“Of Aesop,” for he it is without doubt who is here set up as 
their author. The Italian translations and “Bearbeitungen ” of 
Aesop are many;7 but in none of them have I been able to 
discover—from the title—a likeness to these “ sayings ” (which 


3 A fragment from the Genizah, now in the British Museum (Or. 5560 E) 
contains a collection of sayings arranged in series of twelve, according to the 
subject-matter. I have a copy of this fragment and hope to publish it. Cf, also, 
Jehuda Bonsenyor and his Collection of Aphorisms, JQR., viii, pp. 632 et seq. 

4 Cf. Steinschneider in MGW, xliii, p. 268. 

5 Wiener (Ben Chananja, loc. cit.) misread the title, and fashioned out of 
it one “ Aesopo, vis» a fruitful Christian author of the Middle Ages,” of whose 
existence I find no proof. 

6 This term is applied usually to the script only and not to the language 
of the later Hebrew. See Kohut, Aruch Ha-Shalem, i, p. 324. I know of a few 
cases only where it is used for the language. Cf. Yerushalmi, Sotah, vii, 21 b; 
ZDMG., xliii, p. 258; Levi, Elia Levita und seine Leistungen als Grammatiker, 
Breslau 1888, p. 35. news = Syriac; cf. Ozar Nebmad, ii, p. 242; Steinschneider, 
Catalogus ... Lug. Batav., p. 66; Fiirst, Der Kanon des Alten Testaments, p. 118. 
*omp is used more commonly in this connection. Cf. Steinschneider, Catalogus, 
p. 66; Jewish Literature, p. 353; Hebr. Bibliogr., xiv, p. 13. The same meaning 
attaches to the Arabic »sx-0bs—which Harkavy has not noticed in MGW/., 
SV; ps 32. 

7 Cf. S.F.W. Hoffmann, Bibliographisches Lexicon, i, p. 89. 
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word might, in the Hebrew, as well mean “ proverbs”). The 
Hebrew itself indeed possesses a recension of the real pseudo- 
Aesop § and another collection which has been thrice done by 
the printer—1516, 1544, 160539 but nothing, so far as I can 
ascertain, like the work of Raba. It may be that the name Aesop 
was used for any collection of wise saws or proverbs. Wilhelm 
von Christo in his Geschichte der griechischen Literatur! says: 
“ Auch mit Sprichwortersammlungen wird Aesopos als Lupetijc 
LOYOU Kai axoKEYLATOS in Verbindung gebracht.” 10 

The translation is very free. The effort to produce clauses 
of the desired shortness and rhyme has, in some cases, effaced 
nearly all traces of the original. I doubt whether the translator 
was well up in his Italian; at times he seems to have made some 
bad mistakes. 


[The editor of the Italian original comments as follows: I wish to express 
my perplexity as regards the Italian part of the MS. As it has come down to us, 
it leaves the impression that it is the work either of an author unworthy of the 
name or of an ignorant scribe. There are no doubt certain dialectal traits in it, 
although these are not homogeneous, and cannot with precision be ascribed to 
any one locality. There may also be certain words and locutions which are 
peculiarities of Judeo-Italian. But the many gross errors in grammar and ortho- 
graphy, the utter disregard of gender and number, of nominative and accusative, 
of agreement between subject and verb, between noun and adjective, confusion 
between homonyms,—all these can hardly be said to be due to any locality or 
any period. Yet it is just as rash to state that a man as versatile as our author 
can have been ignorant of his mother-tongue, or that its original Christian 
author did not know his native language. A solution of these problems might 
prove to be a contribution.—A.S.H.] 


8 Landsberger, Die Fabeln des Sophos, Posen 1859; cf. Geiger in ZDMG., 
xiv, pp. 586 et seq.; Frankel, Monatsschrift, ix, p. 72; Jacobs, The Fables of 
Aesop, p. 216; Steinschneider, Hebr. Ubersetz., p. 844. 

9 These are the dates given by Steinschneider, Hebr. Bibliogr., xiv, p. 53. 
Landsberger, Fabulae aliquot Aramaeae, p. 13, gives 1516, 1546, 1697. Paulus 
Cassel, however, in his critical edition of these fables (Adischle Sindbad, Berlin 1888, 
p. 307) says that the dates are 1517, 1543 and 1608. In the Bodleian there is 
a MS. containing an Italian and a Hebrew translation of Aesop’s fables; but 
I know nothing of its character. See Neubauer, Catalogue, p. 1123. 

10 Ed. Wilhelm Schmid, Miinchen 1912, i, p. 193. See, also, Berliner Phil. 
Wochenschrift, 1908, pp. 1144 et seq. on Victor Jensted’s Opuscula, St. Petersburg 

1907. “No. 20 Aiswov Adyou ‘ Spriiche des Aesop’ in Moskau und Dresden, 
pp. 217-231.” Cf., also, Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie, i, p. 170: Aiowxov 
mapoustor; also v. p. 331. 
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As I have already said, I have cause to believe that the 
manuscript is unique. I do not doubt that this very one was at 
one time in the possession of Dr. M. Wiener, who has described 
it.!1 In 1866 it became the property of N. Coronel,!? from whom 
it passed (presumably through the hands of Giuseppe Almanzi)!§ 
to the auction room of Frederick Miller of Amsterdam, and 
thence to its present resting place.!4 I had also among my own 
books (it may be well to mention) a little manuscript volume 
containing the Toledot Aezopu in a late Italian hand. It seemed 
to have a big gap at the end; but, so far as I can see, there is 
nothing like it in the libraries whose catalogues I have. It is a 
Judaizing adaptation of the Aesopian history, for which res- 
ponsibility was believed to rest!5 upon the shoulders of the 
14th century monk Planudes; whom it seems best, since the 
days of Meziriac’s Vie d’Aesop, to revile as hard as one can, 
speaking of nought but “ the gross forgeries of that lying monk 
Planudes.” 16 

In the following publication I have had the excellent assistance 
of my student, Mr. Abraham S. Halkin, who has taken upon his 
shoulders the responsibility of editing the whole Italian original. 
I owe him many thanks for this. 


11 Ben Chananja, loc. cit. 

12 On whom cf. Geiger, Zeitschrift, 1872, p. 1243 JE., s.v. 

13 The best part of the collection given by the Trustees of Temple Emanuel 
to the Library of Columbia University, has come from his collection, which, 
originally, was meant to go to the Beth Hamidrash in London (Jewish Chronicle, 
London, March 25, 1865). On Miiller’s sale see ibid., August 28, 1868, p. 7. 
On Almanzi himself, see JE., s. v. (where, in the Bibliography, my own article 
should be cited as having appeared in Vol. V, not IV of the JQR.) and Rivista 
Israelitica, viii, pp. 230 et seq. 

14 Cf. his Catalog., Amsterdam 1868, p. 346. The MS. also contains the 
signatures, as it seems, of two Censors. On fol. 192 b, there is that of “Fra Luigi 
da Bologna, 1599,” which name appears often upon Hebrew MSS. and prints 
of this period; cf., e.g., Hebr. Bibliogr., xiv, p. 60; Neubauer, Catalogue, col. 1099. 
On fol. 195b there appears also the name “ Camillo Jaghel, 1613.” See Hebr. 
Bibliogr., v, pp. 100 and 125; and William Popper, The Censorship of Hebrew 
Books, Index. 

15 But see Jacobs, The Fables of Aesop, p. 19. 

16 The words of the anonymous author of the Select Fables of Esob and 
other Fabulists, Birmingham 1764, Preface, p. 111. He was, also, the author of 
a collection of wise saws. See M. Tren in Philologus, xlix, p. 185. 
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. L-huomo deue molto bene considerare il fine prima che uéga 


a fare cosa alcuna. 


. E’ molto piu bella la Bellezza del animo che quella del corpo. 


Se gli huomini scelerati mutano ben stato et condecione no 
muteno pero i custumi. 


. Le cose humani come dice Salustio ugualméte p !7 la concordia 


crescono e p la discordia rouinano. 

Gli huomini p Pusuria et abondanza si marciscono et ritardono 
dal ben fare. : 

Se noi nasc6deremo i nri pecati da gli huomini né6 gli potremo 
nascondre da dio il qual sole uede ogni cosa. 


. Fuggiamo quelli amici che ne pericoli fugano per non darci 


haiuto. 

Quelli che ha i piu forti a tempo cedono sonno migliori di 
quelli che n6 li cedono. 

Quelli che piu che li altri pecano che persuedano a i principi 
de far male. 

Spesse uolti il danno esser dotrina al’ huomo. 

Li adulatori sonno da essere ripresi. 

Quelli che lasciano i loro consueti esercitij et uogliano fare 
quel che n6 sano sonno deleggiati et spesse uolti uengono ha 
pericolo. . 

L’ huomini diuentono sauij con il danno et pericolo. 

La contineua conuersatione fa che quelle cose che noi tememo 
grandemente ne paiono piaceuole. 

Un huomo sauio deue comp[or]tare l’ingiury che se li fano 
da quelli che né li sonno p sangue congiunti quando uede 
che quelli si fano ingiuria ancora fra lor medesimi. 

Quelli che sonno belli di Corpo n6 ano senso d’animo ne 
industrio alcuno. 

Con li tristi et scelerati n6 douemo hauer Compagnia. 

Quel che si pud prouare in fatti nd fano bisogna paroli. 

A Dio niuna cosa é ascosa ne anco esse si puo gabare. 


17 This is the author’s usual abbreviation for per. 
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20. E matto colui che p speranza de maggior guadagno lascia 
andare cio che a in mano ben che sia picciolo. 

21. I maggiori deuano partire li fatichi con i minori acio che tutti 
si saluano. 

22. Fuggiamo lamicicia di quelli huomini la cui uita et dopia et 
il parlare dubioso. 

23. Dobiamo fuggire quelli che tratano malo li lor famigliare et 
domestichi. 

24. L’huomini catiui quando afio maggior piacere tanto piu se 
inamano a far male. 

25. Dobiamo patientemente soportare il male quando uedemo 
che chi ne e causa pate male egli ancorra. 

26. Spesse uolti alcuni sperado prendere altri uié preso lui. 

27. Quelli che nd safio gouernare le cose lore et uogliono hauer 
cura de quelli che n6 importano ad essi.!8 

28. Le cose publichi et priuati si distrugieno quado i principi 
eserceteno la crudelta. 

29. L’hauaro p l’auaritia gabbare ancor a Dio. 

30. Quelli che nel prencipio de far male nd sonno castigati fano 
semp magior male. 

31. Niuno potere schiuare quel che deue intrauenere. 

32. N6 ci douemo atristare quando perdemo le Richezze che nd 
hauemo hauuto dalla natura che nd pono stare di cdtineuo 
co nol. 

33. Molti huomini facilmento prometeno quel che con effetto 
nO poss6 dare. 

34. Le cose n6 si deuono fare inconsideratamente. 

35. L’huomini prudenti mandano gli nemici cé astutia a i piu 
forti. 

36. Alcuno guadagnare p l’altri fatichi. 

37. Noi ricadere in quelle cose alli quali hauemmo ateso. 


38. Li Ré nd si deueno aleggersi p belezza ma p fortezza e 
prudéza. 


18 This saying, as also a few others, is unfinished. 
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L’huomo deue stare in ordine p ogni bisogno che possa 
sucedre. 

L’huomo p un picciolo guadagno si metta a gra pericolo. 
Un timido p qual si uoglia amonetione né si puo fortificare. 
Se tu hai una cosa che nd l’adopri é quanto se tu nd!9 
Vhauessi. 

Quando si piglia una citi ? poueri subito fogano é li Richi 
sono presi. 

Molti p nd hauer obbidito alli sauiy e prudenti s hano fatto 
male a lor medesimi. 

Alcuna uolta quelle cose che paiano noctui sofio utili é quelli 
che paiano utili sonno nociui. 

Molti fugendo i piccioli pericoli incorrono in maggiori. 

Chi fa dispiacere a quelli da quali ha hauuto benificio Dio il 
castiga. 

Molti huomini fingendo hauer pauura e poi amazzono i suo 
nemici. 

Quelli che sonno oratori prudenti quelle cose che li sono dati 
contra dalli nemici si conuertono in proprio laudo. 

Le cose n6 si deuono giudicare p celerita ma p prefetione. 
Quelli che cercono inganare l’amici essi sofio prima offesi. 
Una trista natura nd nodrisce mai buoni Costumi. 

Quello che ogni giorno machina male spesso cada nel lacio 
suo medesimo. 

Non bisogna perseuerare nel male p che la consuetudine piega 
assai l’huomo mal fare benche né6 uoglia. 

La musicha spesso fa diferire la morte. 

La natura de prima stare semp ferma e che egli tentd lim- 
possibile. ae 

La forza del corpo esser migliora che la belezza. 

Nella auersita e in 2° utile 2° la penitenza. 

Cio che si fa fuora di tempo e uitoperoso. 


19 MS. has dé. 
20 MS. has two separate words. 
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Molti huomini i consigli loro essergli causa di lor mali. 

Molti prometono gra cose et n6 pono fare le picciole. 

Si deue conoscere il ben fatore e a quello esser obligato. 
Quelli che nd sofio stati pertecipi del bene ne del male nd 
sogliono esser fermi amici. 

L’huomini che hano usanza catiua piu tosto moiono che 
mutar natura. 

Alcuni huomini p la loro ingnoranza lasciar andare gli nemici 
e scaciare l’amici come lor traditori. 

Molti huomini si guardano da nemici e poi ritrouano amici 
che sonno de quelli pigiori. 

L’ huomini della Citta allora fanno miglior guadagno quando 
hanno messo sedetione in essi. 

Quelli che nd sapendo il uero pensano inganare l’altri. 


. La gola é causa de molti mali. 
. Un huomo glurioso esser puoco stimato. 


Questi giouani che n6 sano fare alcuna cosa non sofio da esser 
ripresi ma i lor parenti che né l’afio insegnato. 

Da piccioli cose si conosciono le grande et da cose manifesti 
si conosce li dobiosi. 

Quelli che lasciano le cose alli quali sonno atti et uogliano 
fare altro meritamente patiscono I’ uersita. 

L’huomini che lasciano i lor esercitij et atendono a quelli che 
no se li conuengono meritaméto sofo sfurtunati. 


. Molti insegnando arte ritoricha nelle scuole si pensono essere 


qualche cosa ma quando uan6 in publico sonno di puoco 
prezzo. 

Quelli cosi che sonno uttili a buoni a catiui sofio danosi 
e inutile. 

Tutti gli inamorati sofio senza uergogna. 

Molti huomini uogliono piu tosto uiuere da sé poueramente 
che con altri Ricamente. 

Un Ribaldo con simulatione uole tradire i simplici. 

Queli che combatano c6 i piu forti di loro disprezzano la 
salute. 
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Quelli che p natura sofio Catiui se mutano stato nd mutano 
Costumi. 

Noi n6 dobiamo essere quelli medesimi semp p che quelli 
che si mutano fugano spesso i pericoli. eo 
L’huomini che d’improuiso paiano teribili come fai isperiéza 
di loro n6 son6 poi di tanto prezzo. 

Non douemo seguire i guadagni quando son6 pieni de peri- 
coli e miserij. 

La sorta data dalli fatti nd si puo mutare. 

Molti ignoranti paiano saper qualche cosa a che n6 gli conosce 
ma come parlano son6 scoperti. 

Li mal fatori sond conosciuti solamente ala uista. 

Quelli che tradiscono i loro compagni spessi uolti rouinano 
se medesimi. 

La Crudelta n6 si puo mai placare ben che li siano fatti gra 
benificij. 

Le cose teribili si fand con la consuetudine di puoca 
stima. 

Quelli che resisteno a i primi che li fano ingiuria da li altri 
sono piu rispetati. 

Alcuni p troppo alegrozza fand le cose senza Consiglio et si 
meteno in ruuina. 

Tra li serui quelli sond piu infelici che parturiscono piu 
fig:]i21 in seruitu. 

Alcuni huomini guardano delli Ruuini delli altri. 

Molti huomini p pazzia fand piacer alli strani e dané 
all’amici. 

E gran doloro quando alcuno pate da suoi propry. 

Quel che si dice et nd si puo prouare c6 isperienza esser poco 
creduto. 

L’huomo si deue contentare delle cosi presenti e fugire l’in- 
gordigia. . 
L’huomo n6 deue fare una cosa e dire un altra. 


21 The author employs this abbreviation for figliuoli. 
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Sonno alcuni che uinceno i grandi et son6 uinti da piccioli. 
P la pietra pretiosa considera la sapienza et p il gallo con- 
sidra ’huomo catiuo p che i catiui nd amano le uirtt ne 
sand a che cosa se adoprino. 

Facilmento si troua il bast6 p far male al cane se un huomo 
potéto ti uol nocere facilmente trouara la causa assai haerato 
quel che n6 puo resistere. 

Il simile acade a citadini partegiani che quando p copodita 
di sognerigiare se ofendono lun Valtro metono a pericolo 
la lor uita. 

Non lasciamo le cose certi p le incerti. 

La fede semp fu rara e massimo in questa ettd é piu rarra 
apresso li potenti, e semp fu cosi onde e meglio uiuere cd 
tutti para p che chi uiua cé huomini di lui piu potenti 
bisogna semp che ci lascia andare del suo e cd un par suo 
semp la ragione sari oguala. 

E prouerbio anticho che cio che faiad un ingrato é gitato uia. 
Spessi uolti quelli che cerchi de giouare ti nocono. 

Ci douemo sforzare quando odiamo cose che se dispiaceno 
che n6 facciamo ne dicciamo cose indegni di noi p che 
spesso uolti i tristi et scelerati si alegrano quando gli huomini 
da bene li resistono assai che cerchino uendicarsi di loro 
e debiamo inmitare i Caualli che quando i Cagnioli loro 
abaiano li disprezz6. 

Le Ricezzi paiano dileteuoli ma chi guarda bene ané in se 
pericoli e maritudine. 

Non dobiamo dare feda ad ogni uno. 

Sonno alcuni tanti desiderosi di lodi che con sua uergogna 
e danno in preda a parasiti i guatoni. 

Nella fortuna prospera tu nd ti deue alzare ne esser superbo 
p che se la fortuna si muta quelli che tu ai offesi si uendi- 
carafio e fa che facci differenza fra amici p che soné certi 
di quelli che nd sono tuoi ma della tua tauola e della tua 
fortuna la quale come si muta quelli ancora ti uoltano le 
spalle. 
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L’>huomo n6 deue tentare cosa alcuna di fare doue ei2? si 
conosci mal atto dalla natura. 

Qualche uolte ’huomini gradi hand bisogno de piu umile 
e bassi. 

Dio esaudisce i Relegiosi e buoni ma gli scelerati nd ode. 
Molti sonno da puoco et n6 si sand consigliare ne anco 
atédono a chi li consiglia bene ma quando sofio ne pericoli 
e dan6 cominciono a conoscere et condaneno lalor pacia 
et alora dicono é quell’altra cosa bisognaua fare. 

Auiene alla plebba come alle rane che si and un Ra mansueto 
dicono che e tristo et lodono la begnenita del primo questo 
hauiene p che semp odino le cosi presenti e desidrono le noue. 
Nisuno dice la fauola della sua sorte sauerchio si laméti 
molti cercando la noua la uecchia di nuouo desidrano. 
Guarda che p una picciola comodita tu n6 ne perdi un 
granda et guardati de nd hauer fede ad ogni homo p che 
son6 molti che p inganare non solaméte parlano beg:te, 
ma ancora si portano beg:te. 

Non si uol creder ad ogni cosa p che molti si offeriscono 
farti piacere nd p tua comodita A p sua. 

Dobiamo proibiri il temore senza causa p che spesi uolti 
é piu graue il temore del pericolo che esso pericolo anzi 
qualche uolte quel che temiamo e cosa redicola. 

Semp e amata la presenta utilta. 

In ogni cosa bisogna l’animo I uirtd giace senza confidaza 
e la confidanza duce e Regine d’ogni uirtu. 

E cosa utile al fig:lo obbidire el padre e alla madre et _ 
gioueno si conuiene obbidire el uechio. 

La frauda con la fraude si scacia e chi prenda diletto di fare 
frode n6 si deue lamentare s’altri l’inganeno. 

Ad un mancador di fede nd hauer mai fede perdonare 
Pingiuria ¢ cosa de misericordia ma hauersi cura e cosa di 
prudenza. 


22 The reading ei is the more probable, but it may possibly be ci. 
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iL 23 riso merita il riso et il giocho merita il gioco e l’ingan6 
Pinganno. 

Sonno aburiti quelli li quali uogliano alzarsi piu de’ quelli 
c6 i qual uiueno. 

Ciascun la sua dote costui de la bellezza quello delle forze 
del corpo questo delle richezze quello delli amici potenti 
ogni uno deue essere del suo cétento ne si sforza hauendo 
inuidia al superiore contendre con lui miserio é il primo il 
secondo uera paccia. 

Il nemico é da esser temuto ma molto piu quel che e nemico 
et fingie de esser amico. 

Non puochi soné coloro che nella felicita di se stessi ne 
della modesttia si ricordano ma p che nella prosperita in- 
solenti diuentano nelle auersita facilmento incorono ondi 
siano cauati i felici p che se Ja fortuna la saurota li uolta e li 
trabucha in qualche insortam6 l’esser stato de prima prosporo 
Pinduce al sommo della miseria che meglio saria p lui nd 
esser mai stato felice ne contento. ? 

Chi lascia i compagni nelle hauersita nd deue esser partecipe 
della sua felicita. 

L’inuidia e danosa e il piu delle uolte rouina quello che a 
inuidia. 

Quello che é da fugirse con gran deligenza cerchiamo e quel 
che fuggiamo sopra il tutto é da ricercarsi desiamo la beati- 
tudine prima che sapiamo doue ella se sttia onde nd da 
marauigliarsi se ruiniamo nelle felicita e morti fuori de ogni 
nostro intendimento come senza ragione ci gouerniamo. 
Guarda molto bene a chi tu uoi nuocere p che se tu te im- 
batti in un piu galiardo di te n6 a lui ma a te nocerai. 


. E paccia se quando fai trigua tutta la tua guardia dai in 


mano al nemico p che chi una uoltaé stato nemico mai nd 


cessi d’esser nemico et trouara causa di nocerti quando ti 
uedra spogliato de ogni aiuto. 


23 Author had originally Li; but he crossed out the last i and placed an i 


before the capital L. 
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Guarda bene a chi fai del bene p che sonno molti che fand 
male a quelli da quali hano hauuto bene. ‘ 

La Compagnia dei membri et del uenire sonno come 
?huomana societa il membro ha bisogno del altro membro 
e Pamico a bisogno dell’amico perd douemo aiutarci l’un 
Paltro p che li ricchezzi e Phonori non bastono ad un 
huomo ma a bisogno de l’amici ancora. 

Sonno molti che and bisogno et a molti hauanzano le ri- 
chezze ma niun richo uol dare al pouero quel che gli auanza. 
Nelli pericoli e cosa dificile il nascondersi p che come la 
fortuna comincia perseguitare alcuno mai né lo lascia fina 
alla fine ouero ’huomo si perda da lui medesimo. 

Non ti fidare di paroli ma guarda a i fatti di quello che ti 
da paroli. 

Uedrai molti nella mediocrita esser lieti senza penssieri ma 
se tu I’ uedi fatti richi sarano mal contenti pieni di fastidij 
e di curi. 

Molti combatono contra la pouerta et come |’ano superata 
diuentano serui de le Ricchezze. 

Per l’aquila intenda i Richi e potenti che semp fano ingiuria 
a poueri pur qualche uolte i poueri cercando de uendicarsi 
han6 cio che da richi gli era tolto. 

Chi praticha cose cattiui che fand qualche male auenga che 
sia inocente e castigato della medesima pena. 


. Un huomo scelerato quando uol nocerti facilmente troua 


la causa. 

Li poueri son6 spesso opresi da i Ricchi con falsi testimonij. 
N6 dar fede ad ogni uno che s6 molti che dimostrando di 
giouare nocono. 

Quando uno a in uso dire buggie quado dice il uero no li 
a creduto. 

L’ huomo deue misurare se medesimo et nd fare quato uede 
fare ad altri ma quanto uogliono le forze sue. 

Sofio molti che p inuidia né lascian ofar ad altri quel che nd 
possono far loro. 
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Ad un huomo quieto e begnigno facilmente si fa ingiuria ma 
ad un huomo feroce né cosi p che semp e riguardato. 

Cio che da dio ci uien dato cé grato hanimo l’habbiamo da 
riceuere douendo sap che ogni cosa che egli fa é cd ordino 
peso e misura. : 

Doue né sonno le forze fa misterio hauer ingiegno. 

Ecosa strana coregere i gia inuechiati in un usaza il ch douemo 
fare quando quelli erano giouani che piu facilméte haureb- 
bero lor obiditi. 

Douemo hauer semp gratij a chi ci fa del bene. 

Felice quel che alli altriij spesso impara. 

Il tempo e il luogo danno spesso uolti audacio 4 un uile. 

Li seruitori desiderono i primi patroni quando de pigiori 
espremétono. 

Quelli che al uolgo sonno felici sonno infelici piu de li altri. 
Non sono hamici tutti quelli che fano buoni paroli p che 
sotto quelle spesse uolte sta nascosto il ueleno. 7 

A tutti la cosa sua par bella. 

Quando hauemo forza douemo cercare qualche cosa p la 
uecchiezza che e debola. é 
Ad uno afflitto n6 si uol dare piu afflitione per che assai 
é misero chi e misero. 

Non riprendere mai alcuno del uitto tuo propio. 

Qualche uolte un glorioso pensa che li sia honore cio che 
gli e uituperio e uergogna. 

E meglio uiuere con un compagno uguale séza pericolo che 
con un piu potento cé pericolo. ‘ 
Niuno deue disprezare gli altri p che la natura a dato la 
dote sua 4 ogni persona e chi nd ha la tua uirtd forsi ne ha 
un altra che nd e meno bella della tua. 

Niuna cosa e pit ferma che la concordia e la discordia ogni 
cosa la fa debola. 

Per che li huomini sonno pigeri nelli cosi d?altri quado 
uolemo ch una cosa sia bé fatta la douemo far noi pro- 
prij. 
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Che cosa e piggiora che l’auaritia e che piu pazza che 
Pinuidia la qual pid che ad altri noccia male a se stessa 
desidera. 

Quel che tu nd poi fare con la forza fallo cé la prudentia 
e astutia. 

Ogni uno deue fare cio che pote p fauorire la sua causa. 
Alli uolti sonno gabati quelli che sogliono gabbare li altri. 
Alcuni sonno tanti intratabili che con arte e ingegno alcuno 
nO si possono metigare. 

Sonno alcuni che fanno tanto pazzo attione che si pud giudi- 
care che nd habbiano cura. 

Niun deue disprezzare il suo nemico ben che sia picciolo. 
Li uoti otiosi niente giouano p che Dio no gli essaudisce ma 
fa misterio che tu ti aiuto da te medesimo e cos} ti aiutard 
iddio. 

Sol spesso acadre che il fig:lo che e manco amato da suoi 
parenti diuenta migliore de quel che é amato. 

Per uiuer bene bisogna afaticarsi p che un huomo otioso 
e datto in tutto 4 piaceri rare uolti fa bon fine. 

La liberta é meza signoria. 

Quelli che si dolono da lor medesimi sonno befeggiati e 
alle uolte odono cose che li arencresce e f[a] gnole tacere. 
Quelli che rompano I’amicitia ben che gli offesi nd possono 
uendicarsi nd fuggono mai la uendetta de Dio. 

Quelli che lasciano quel che hanno in mano c6 speranza de 
guadagnare piu sonno pazzi e fuora de raggione. 

Sonno alcuni che sotto colore de carita consigliano ad altri 
il propio comodo. 

E pazzia dimandare aiuto da q:lli che nuocono piu presto 
che giouar possino. 

Gli catiui prometono de far benefitio e fafio il cOtrario. 
Sonno alcuni se alle uolte giouano ad alcuno lo fano ben 
p forza. 

Non deue ’huomo alegrarsi de q:Ili cose li quali a da dolersi. 
La contineua fatica parturischa gran tresoro. 
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RICHARD J. H. GOTTHEIL [16] 


Ogni cosa si fa bene quando si fa al suo tempo. 

Quel che nd puo fare l’arte qualche uolta fa la fortuna. 

Non dobiamo pensare d’inganare i Dei. 

Chi considera la sorte humana nelli casi auersi mai si aflige. 
Ben che un sttia in gran pericolo n6 mai uoria morire. 
Quelli che sonno troppo hauari spesse uolti nocono a lor 
medesimi. 

Alle uolti le mente humana é tanta cieca nell’odia che 
Vhuomo n6 cura de morire pur che moia il suo nemico 
prima de lui. 

La maggior parte de i pericoli ne quali incoriamo é p fira 
caggione e no ne accusiamo la fortuna. 
Un prudento se é gabbato una uolta mai piu n6 si fida de 
simulatori. 

Quelli che incorrono pazzamente in qualche disgr[a]tie sonno 
piu befeggiati da tutti. 

Che si orna de cosi d’altri come le perde si conosci qual 
egli é. 

Li pazzi nelle prosperita si scordano di lor medesimi e ne 
gli auuersita si ricordano di q:! che sonno. 

Quando si deue consigliare un hamico si deue farlo che 
quando n6 importa é un beffegiarlo. 

L’ huomo saggio niente lassa per fuggire gli pericoli. 

Il saggio quando si salua d’un pericolo si sa guardare da q: Ilo. 
Li prudenti facilmente scropono i consigli de cattiui. 

L’ huomo né si deue metere in. mano de nemici se n6 é sicuro 
de potersi difendre. 

La belezza n6 consista in quantita ma in qualita. 

Apressi ?huomini catiui nd uale raggioni ne uerita. 

Nelle prosperita Phuomo n6 si deue molto ralegrare acid 
che no cade in qualche rouina. 

Cio che noi desideramo contra li nemici alle uolti cade sopra 
di nol. 

Le cose che si fafio quando né é il suo tempo nd possono 
durare. 
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Quanto piu dio é amico a buoni tanto é piu nemico a i catiui. 
Quando V’ingiuria é granda odio mai né si pud leuare. 

La presentia de i nemici semp e molesta et é da essere 
schiuata p che mai né puo portare se nd danno scorne e 
dishonore. 

Un huomo prudente deue singere nd uoler q:lle cose che 
nO pud conseguire. 

Un astuto conosce quel che de’ seguire et quello deue fuggire. 
Chi uol far tradimento a suoi dispiace a ogni uno. 

L’ huomini catiui o poco o assai che peccano n6 si uol hauer 
compassione alcuna. 

Quelli che n6 usano le commodita presenti p lor ingnoranza 
le perdono. i 

Non disprezare il consiglio de quei ti ammoniscono. 

Nelle prosperita ’huomo n6 si deue confidare molto ne 
anco nelle hauersita atristarsi. 

E da guardare quando uno ti fa un piacere con chi animo 
lo fa per che molti sotto ombra de seruir ad altri seruano 
a se medesimi. 

Alle uolte regna magior clementia ne li animali brutti che 
ne gli huomini che n6 hanno altro di buone che il nome. 
in 24 La casa di poueri e maggior liberta che in casa de ricchi. 
N6 cosi é da amarsi la patria se ignobile sei che ad altri 
luoghi nd andiamo potendo altroue essere beati. 

Le picciole incomodita si uogliano ricompensare con Vutilita. 
Meritaméte si deuano castigare q:lli che cercono far dispia- 
zere a psoni dalli quali nd hafio offeso alcuna. 

Non douemo fare cosa maggiori delle fire forze. 

Non douemo temere i frapatori me q:lli che sonno de 
puochi parole. 

Al huomo liberale iddio li dona molte cose accio che ua 
fidelmente et nd pensa che la malignita de catiui é semp 
pronta a mal fare. 


24 The word in was inserted after the saying was written, and therefore 


the L of la is capitalized. 
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Quello che uiua del suo e piu sicuro che q:llo che utue della 
robba d’altri. 

N6 douemo temere de mutare padroni pur che no siano 
piggiori de primi. 

La uita dei poueri é piu sicura che quella de ricchi. 

N6d ci douemo corucciare con q:lli i quali ci ofendono 
costretti da altri. 

N6 ci deue rincrescere d’esser nati brutti cdcio sia che la 
belezza noce il piu delle uolte. 

Noi n6é douemo temere la morte p cui tutte le miserie e 
calamiti del mondo si dissoluono. — 

Morto che sia il marito l’amor della dofia e passato. 

Per mostrare le cose pretiose se incita altrui a rapirli. 

Quel mal che l’huomo si fa da lui medesimo e molto faste- 
dioso. 

N6 e al mondo cosa piu misera che l’essere auaro n6 sapen- 
dosi pigliare de quel bene che la natura li conciedi. 

Al huomo liberale Iddio dona molte cose accio che a i molti 
bisogni possa suuenire. 

25 Noi n6 hauemmo quello arbitrio nelle cose d’altro che ui 
hanno i padroni. 

Uane sonno I’insidie delle donne c6 ’huomo prudente. 
L’huomini hanno d’istimarsi da lor fatti e nd dal corpo 
giudicarli. 

Scostateui da pazzi e quanto da q:lli ui alongati tanto ui 
acostati a saggi. 

L’ ricchezzi della eredita fanno passare il dolore del padre 
morto. 

Un padre di famiglia otioso qualche uolta fa pit che né fafio 
q:lli che di contineuo lauoreno. 

Le Ricchezzi sonno q:1li che aquistono l’amici anzi nemici 
uestiti cO panni d’amicitia gli quali tanto durano quanto 
utile sentono da te preuenirli. 


25 The saying is in brackets. Is it due to its liberal tone? 
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A un huomo falace mai nd douemo dar fede ne perdonargli 
quando lo potemo ponire. 

Mai Phuomo no si deue ralegrare della morta del nemico 
p che ella e comuna a tutti. 

Molti laudano quel che e da farsi ma pochiesser ch si metono 
all’impresa de farlo. 

Non ci douemo pore a pericolo imprudentemente. 

N6 dobiamo credere a sogni tanto piu intorno a q:lle cose 
che dalla uolenta libera dell’>huomo dipédono. 

Quanto Phuomo sia inclinato a lodarsi se stesso tentando 
di quel bene che da iddio li uien dato come da lui dipenda 
gloriarsi et dal male de’ che egli stesso ne e caggione la colpa 
in altri ritorcere. 

Quanto puoco frutto facci colui che acongregare si prenda 
uno che da la natura poco saggio sia in cui la fortuna il piu 
delle uolte dimostrare uole quanto sia il suo fauore. 
Quanto li giouani semplici debiano esser acorti p n6 esser 
colti dalle falsce lusinghe delle meretrici. z 

Quelli che se uendicano sonno manco offesi da altri et se gli 
ha rispetto. 

Noi soporttiamo i firi guai patienteméte quando uedemo 
altri hauer peggio de noi. 

Per fuggire un pericolo presente spesse uolte noi incoriamo 
in un maggiore. 

Dobiamo chiedre aiuto a chi si po socorere il qual é sol iddio. 
La uecchiezza n6 deue esser dispretiata. 

No si douemo fare amici a coloro che sonno 4 noi diferenti 
de costumi. 

Nelle prosperita molti habbiamo che fanno l’amico i quali 
se uedono che la fortuna riuolta da noi i piedi coloro né 
restono anco de fargli compagnia ma alcuna uolto auuiene 
che a loro mal grado restono ancora essi in q:lla anersita 
inuolupati. 

Quando alcuno cometta errore n6 deue acusare la fortuna 
ne il diauolo ma se medesimo. 
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RICHARD J. H. GOTTHEIL [20] 


Nelle carte sofio stimati pit i cinedi che i uertuosi. 

Niuna cosa si deue sprezzare quantunque uila p che nd e 
cosa si picciola e bassa che n6 sia buona a un bisogno. 
Meglio é a morir presto e gloriasomente che uiuere lungo 
tempo co uergogna e uituperio. 


. Moltilasciano il uitio p che né lo possono piu esercitare. 


Ogni uno deue esser contento dell’arte sue p che p tutto si 
trouano calamita et angustia e insoportabile desaggi. 

La gratia che si ha e q:lla p la quale alcuno é grato cosa che 
no li auiene solo p Poperare che egli fa. 

Quanti piu sig:ri habbiamo sopra di noi p Ia lora tirania 
tanti pi: guai necessarie ¢ che habbiamo. 

Niuno ama tanto altri che uoglia morire p lui. 

Alcuni fingono che la morte de qualche uno gli rincresca 
nientedimeno la desiderano sommamente. 

La pessima qualita de alcuna donna che cio che di bene fano 
il fano p il timoren6 p carita che egli habbiano. 

L’huomo no si deue considerare all’aspetto ma all’opre sue 
p che alle uolte sotto alla pella d’una pecora e ascoso un Lupe. 
L’huomo prudente deue star semper a ordine ctra i nemici. 
Quando farai piacere al tuo nemico p semp ti pagara d’in- 
gratitudine. “4 ‘ 

Un mal uecino c6 ogni incomodita si deue fuggire. 

Tu no ti dei mai fare compagni q:lli che n6 puoi caciare di 
casa et che sonno piu potenti di te. 

L’ingegno supera la uelocita et la forza del corpo. 

Un huomo etratto e solo quando sta fra gli ingnoranti. 
L’huomini de catiua nattura rarrissimi uolti si possd leuare 
da i uicyy p alcuna esortatione. 

N6 douemo combatere cé q: Ili che sofio piu gagliardi de noi. 
Niuna cosa é tanto miracolosa che in spatio di tempo nO si 
pongono in tacere. 

Niuno no si deue tanto confidare nella sua grandezza che 
faccia dispiacere a i poueri con speranza che q:lli nd siano 
bastanti a uendicarsi. 
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Noi douemo esser cététi dile cose fire e nd desideare q:lle 
che a noi n6 sonno uguali. 

Douemo hauere pacientia quado iddio ci toglia la robba et 
i fig:li p che a arbitrio de fare maggior cose d’q:ti. 

La fortuna auersa fa isperientia delli amici. 

Alcuni uolte si lauda qualche uno né p honorarlo ma p farlo: 
rouinare in qualche male trouado poi q:ti falsi laudatori 
semp qualche scusa al suo ingafio. 

N6 douemo giudicare gli huomini secondo lhabito ma 
secondo la uirtt. 

Niuno é€ tanto dure e deficile che n6 si plache per li doni. 
L’huomo sauio deue tentare tutti li uie prima che uenire 
all’arme. 

Le cosi utili si deuono propore alle deletteuoli. 

Noi douemo fare imparare alli firi fig:li un arte dalla quale 
possono cauare qualche frutto. 

Niuno e tanto da puoco che n6 sia buono a qualche cosa. 
Quando i citadini cattiui sonno in guerra fra lor lasciano 
stare 1 buoni. 

Come alcuna donna entra in una casa ci entra il fuoco. 
Siamo semp aparecchiati al ben morire p che n6 sapiamo ne 
il di ne P’ora della fra morta. i 

N6 debiamo far tesoro qui in terra doue né é la fira patria 
ma nel ciel doue etarnalméte il goderemo. 

La fortuna e semper amica a un felice et ancora che egli nd 
uole gli da le richezze et altri beni et é semp nemica al pouero. 
L’animo deficilmente si pud celare che con parole no si 
scopra all’ uolte massimaméte nelli affetti amorosi. 

Nisuno sapiento e acetto nella sua patria. 

Le cose di potenti n6 si lodono p uerita ma p timore. 

N6 dobiamo disprezare alcuno che egli n6 sara tanto inutile 
et uano che a qualche firo bisogno n6 ne possi aiutare. 
Alcuna uolta q:llo che noi penssiamo ce sia dafio ci aporta 
grandinissima utilita et perd nd douemo semp dolerci de 
q:1 che ci hauiene quantunque ci mostra spauenteuole. 
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Le Ricchezze nO si aquistono p lo pil send con perdita 
dell’anima e desaggio del Corpo. 

A tutti i lori fig:li paiano belli benche siano brutissimi. 

A q:lli che paiano felice nd douemo hauer inuidia p che alle 
uolte la felicita e piena de miserij. 

Quanta e ostinata la natura delli donni li quali p no cedere 
qualche cosa di puoco o niun mumento a loro maggiori n6 
si curano de esser fleraméti [per] cossi.2® 

Chi e morso del serpente ha pauura della lucerta. 

L’huomo deue semp considerare donde possa esser ofeso 
dal nemico. ¥ 


. Meglio e uiuer sicurmente in pouerta che in richezza con 


pauura. | 
Quelli che sonno in trauaglio et pericolo la tardita aiuta. 
Molti si fafio religiosi p uiuere senza fatica. 

Molti uolti p P'ingratitudine che alcuno ha de qualche beni- 
fitio riceuuto incorre in q:1 medesimo trauaglio di prima 
onde desideraua esser scacciato fuora. 

N6 ci douemo mai fidare de q: li i quali hauemo offesi. 
Quelli che n6 obidiscono i suoi parenti capitono male. 

Quel che si ralegra del mal d’altri qualche uolta pate quel 
medesimo. 

Quelli che cercano gabbari li altri nd si deuono dolere se 
sonno loro gabbati. 

L’huomo sauio deue fingere ogni escusatione per leuarsi del 
furore del tirrafio. 

Se il padrone e negligente in guardare le cose sue no die 
hauer speraza che i famigliari le guardino. 


Non douemo giodicare la uirtt d’un huomo dalla grandezza 
delle parole ne del corpo. 


No debiamo fondare le fire speranze in questi cose dal 
mondo che sonno cosi fralli. 


26 MS. obscure; conjecture based on Hebrew paraphrase. 
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325. L-huomo deue stare auertito de nd cadere in mano de 
qualche tiranno che né gli perdoni ne Alla robba ne alla uita 
unde ne causi lutto a se stesso et a i suoi amici. 

326. Li pazzi p leuarsi un peso da dosso se ne metono un 
maggiore. 

327. Niuno dura fatica senza speranza d’alcun premio. 

328. Douemmo temere piu i quietti e taciti che i parabolani che 
brauano de parole. 

329. Niuna cosa indebolisce i soldati piu che il coito e la des- 
uetudine del combattore. 

330. Quanto uno é piu benifitio meno pud tolerare la ingiuria. 

331. Quelli che pigliono moglie incorrono in gran pericolo. 

332. Che tutto uole tutto perde. 

333. Douemmo imparrare le science liberale accio che siamo 

tenuti in prezzo. 

Il pit delle uolte il perdonare noce pit al mal fatore che la 

uendetta che cétra d’esso si pensa fare. 

335. N6 si deue domandare addio se né q:1 che a lui piace p che 
qualche uolta domandiamo cosa che sonno contra de noi. 

336. Quelli che uogliano contendere c6 i maggiori di loro oltra 
che n6 possono figli uguali spesso danno da ridere alli altri. 

337. Molti cercano far piacere a lor nemici per ricdcigliarseglio. 

338. L’>huomo spesse uolte p cupidigia di guadagno ua in peri- 
colo della uita. ? 

339. Coloro como se dice p prouerbio si sforzano tener un piede 
in due staffe et al’ultimo ne in q:ta ne in q:lla lo ferma. 

340. Alcuni uolendosi liberare da un pericolo mediocoro cascano 
in un maggiore. 

341. La liberta e sopra ogni altra cosa pretiosa et amabile. 

342. Quello che con la forza del corpo cie uietato de fare deua 
si con Pingegno. 

343. Douemo esser contenti da doni da Dio dateci et dalla 
natura. 

344. L-huomo prudente deue considerare nd solaméte il tempo 
presente ma ancora il futture. 
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Il male‘si a d’atribuire a quello il qual ne e causa. 

E manco male soferire l’ingiuria d’un solo che uolendo 
q:llo ponire farsi molti nemici. 

Quelli che uogliano prendere ogna cosa spesse uolte appena 
pigliano il puoco. 

Linstabilita de li huomini i quali sogliano antepore le cose 
nuoue ancora che siano piggiori alli uecchie. 

Dobiamo patientemente tolerare le batteturi de maestri 
p che sogliono essere causa de molti beni. 

La liberta della uita esser d’antepore a tutti li delicij de q:to. 
mondo. 

N6 uogliamo ricercare q:lle cose che ne sonno negati dalla 
natura. 

NG si deuono giudicare ’huomini dall’abito ma de le opre- 
p che molti sotto uestimenti de pecore sonno lupi rapaci. 

Le cose troppo afretati nd sonno durabili. 

Quado uno e in pericolo dell’ uita nd si a da consumare il 
tempo in ciace ma si a d’aiutare piu presto che si puo. 

Chi a patito mali graui teme ancora i ligieri. 
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THE MEMOIRS OF A SIENNESE JEW (1625-1633) 


By CECIL ROTH, London, England 


EWISH literature is notoriously poor in works of autobiography. 

It is indeed only what might have been expected. In a people 
so predominantly intellectual, the vicissitudes of worldly existence 
were of secondary importance by the side of the record of spiritual 
achievement. The Jew was interested in what a man thought and 
said, rather than in what he did. Nehemiah indeed had set a 
classic example in the writing of memoirs: yet the Rabbis con- 
demned the personal touch, asserting that it was for this very 
reason that his work lost its identity, and was subordinated to 
Ezra’s more modest account.! The aping of Hellenic models of © 
autobiography by Josephus was itself not calculated to commend 
the practise to his more loyal co-religionists. And so, until com- 
paratively modern times, these examples remained unimitated. 
While no literature perhaps reproduced so vast a body of 
Opinions, none was more backward in the portrayal of the com- 
monplaces of everyday existence. Though Boswell’s Life of 
Johnson was confessedly inspired by Rabbinical recommenda- 
tions,” the Jew himself was less punctilious. If the intimate details 
of the life of any person were set down, as in the case of the 
Maharil,3 it was for the Halachic importance of his example rather 
than for the human interest of his doings. It is therefore to the 
vast uncharted sea of the Responsa literature almost exclusively 
that we must turn for glimpses of the social history of our people 
during their long middle age. 

This generalization is not, of course, universal. Gliickel 
von Hameln has been called, with a certain amount of justifica- 
tion, a German Jewish Pepys, all the more remarkable con- 
sidering her sex. A century later, Solomon Maimon gave the 
world in his autobiography not only an extraordinary human 
document, but also the best conceivable synopsis of the Mendels- 
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sohnian epoch. Recently there have been published the memoirs, 
distinctly inferior to the forgoing in human and general interest, 
of the Galician Ber of Bolochow. A few minor works from 
Germany and the neighbouring countries may be added to 
this list.4 

Elsewhere, the dearth is all the more remarkable. Italy 
should assuredly have been foremost in this branch of literature. 
Her Jewish settlements were of immemorial antiquity: they were 
deeply steeped in the traditions of their environment: they had 
before their eyes classical examples: while they were cultured to 
a degree, and had always been articulate in their literary 
expression. But the same essentially Jewish outlook, it seems, 
applied to Italy as well. It is only to be expected that Leone da 
Modena should have set himself against the current (with 
somewhat disappointing results) in this as he did in everything 
else, and his grandson, Isaac the Levite, followed him dutifully 
in this respect.5 These two compositions give an invaluable 
account of life in the Venetian Ghetto in the seventeenth century 
—a life, as it would seem, made up largely of bickering and strife. 
There is also extant the diary of a Roman student of the - 
commencement of the eighteenth century, one Judah Gonzago.® 
Here, however, we come toa halt. Save for the merest fragments, 
there is virtually nothing more of this sort extant for the Jews of 
Italy. Moreover, Jewish life was there so very individual, so 
strongly localised, and withal so extremely picturesque, that the 
gap is all the more regrettable from the point of view of the 
historian. For that reason, the ricordi which are here published 
for the first time are of peculiar interest. 

The manuscript in which the original is to be found is 
a recent acquisition of the Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, to 
the Librarian of which I must here express my deepest gratitude 
for the generous facilities accorded me. It comprises the ledger 
of the business house of Jacob b. Eleazar Modena of Sienna, 
between the years 1562 and 1567. The accounts (as usual, in 
Hebrew) are of considerable importance from the historical as 
well as from the economic point of view.7 What especially 
interests us here, however, are the additions made by a later 
hand on the blank pages of the volume (fol. 44a-b, 47b~—57 ).8 
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The identity of the author is not clear. His first name was 
Joseph, as we are once informed. His family name, on the other 
hand, he never lets slip; and attempts to trace it in the Siennese 
archives on the strength of the information he gives have proved 
fruitless. It may be assumed, however, that he was (despite the 
obvious difference in cultural and economic standards) of the 
same family as the original owner. 

Of Joseph da Modena (as we may tentatively call him) we 
know nothing apart from what he himself tells us in these 
memoirs. His family (which as far as is known had no 
connection with its more famous Venetian namesake) had been 
settled for nearly a hundred years at Sienna, where he himself 
was probably born about the opening of the seventeenth century.9 
He seems to have become the head of his household at a 
comparatively early age through the death of his father, which 
left him the sole support of his mother and a not over-astute 
younger brother. It is this fact, perhaps, which explains his lack 
of education, for which we find him trying to make up at a later 
date. He married a certain Anna, daughter of Solomon Milano, 
who died in child-bed in 1633 after bearing him a number of 
children, one at least of whom died in infancy. By profession, 
Joseph was a mere huckster—a dealer in second-hand stuffs and 
clothing on no large scale, his business carrying him on occasion 
as far off as Lombardy. On the fly-leaves of the present 
manuscript there is an inventory in his writing of a variety of 
objects which no doubt passed through his hands in the course 
of business, with the prices paid and received. He was apparently 
especially interested in trading in masks and other objects used at 
the Carnival season. He makes mention of this in his memoirs; 
and on the second page of the volume there is to be found a list 
of such articles as he required for the Carnival of 1635. It seems 
to have been drawn up for the guidance of an agent—perhaps his 
feckless younger brother—whom he adjures in a note to drive the 
best bargain possible. 

It would seem curious that a man so occupied should have 
thought of committing to paper those intimate details of private 
life which more distinguished and better-educated contempora- 
ries so utterly neglected. The reason, however, is not difficult to 
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find. Joseph da Modena was a man with a grievance. What he 
committed to‘writing was not the personal happenings and im- 
pressions which interested a Pepys or a Cellini, but a memorandum 
of wrongs received. Indeed, so as to be certain not to forget, he 
made an index of them on the fly-leaf and set the initials of the 
wrong-doers in the margin of the passages which recorded their 
perversities. For Joseph was one of those unfortunate individuals 
who find themselves injured or insulted by all those with whom 
they come into contact with a fatal regularity, without harbouring 
the slightest suspicion that their own character may be at fault. 
If, when the Grand Duke came to Sienna, the articles which he 
had to contribute for the entertainment of the court were found 
unsuitable, it must be the machinations of his enemies which were 
responsible. When he was out of the city, they took advantage 
of his absence to mislead his brother into squandering the family 
property. Outside acquaintances were seduced from his friendship 
before they had been long in Sienna. Even a stranger Rabbi soon 
treated him in such a fashion that he felt justified in withholding 
his pay for lessons received. If a person would not lend him 
money, it must be out of malice, not inability. He could indeed 
take action against his own father-in-law in order to recover 
a debt, but if any one—even a helpless widow—took similar 
measures against himself, he considered it a shameful exhibition 
of unkindness and ingratitude. He could wrangle even over his 
son’s death-bed. The only persons to whom he could ultimately 
turn for assistance in time of trouble were his recent acquain- 
tances from abroad (despite their violent quarrel) and an ac- 
commodating gentile baker. Yet he was no coward, and belied the 
traditionally pacific Jewish nature by coming to blows in the 
open street with his enemies, who were—inevitably—three to one. 

Finally, however, his opportunity came. He found himself 
involved in a case in which, as it seems, he had public opinion on 
his side against the arch-enemies who were always plotting his 
downfall. The case is related with a wealth of graphic detail. 
His widowed sister-in-law, Donna Stella, had the temerity to 
wish to marry again. Joseph’s interests were involved. She had 
entrusted part of her property to his care, to save it from her 
rapacious brothers; and besides, he had hopes that she would 
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adopt his son—her nephew—or at least make provision for him 
out of her dowry. Moreover, it seems possible that a more 
intimate consideration was involved: for Joseph had himself just 
lost his wife, was living on terms of the closest familiarity with 
the lady, and even went so far on one occasion as to hint darkly 
that he did not desire his love to be responsible for any ill-feeling. 
However that may be, he attempted to obstruct the proposed 
match by threatening to hand over the lady’s property to her 
brothers, and putting forward counter-claims to it on his own 
account. Worsted in the civil courts, he diplomatically attempted 
to win over popular opinion by appealing to Jewish law. The 
lady had meanwhile obtained from the Rabbinical authorities at 
Rome a ban of excommunication against any persons who 
withheld evidence as to the ownership of the disputed property. 
Confident of success, she committed the strategical blunder 
of refusing to submit to the decision of any local tribunal. 
Accordingly, one day, her partisans attempted to have the ban 
published in the synagogue, under the protection of the civil 
authorities. The scene that followed was worthy of the pencil of 
Hogarth, and yields to none in Jewish historical literature for 
sheer vividness. 

It was during the morning service than news was brought 
to the synagogue that the document was on its way. The super- 
stitious congregants, who detested the idea of an act of such 
general application, which any man might unwittingly offend, 
began to pour pell-mell out of the building to avoid hearing the 
reading. When they reached the outer gateway, they were met 
by the constables, who tried to drive them back with blows from 
the flats of their swords and the pommels of their daggers, 
reinforced without doubt by round curses. Others of the wor- 
shippers attempted to escape through the windows. Within the 
building, utter bedlam reigned. The few men who remained 
banged on their desks in order to prevent anything from being 
heard, while the terrified women, on their knees behind their 
grill, poured forth shrieks and imprecations. Finding the syn- 
agogue virtually deserted, the reader took his stand at an open 
window, and started bawling the terms of the excommunication 
to the seething mob without. By his side stood his nephew, the 
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ritual black candle in his hand, with its wax dripping down on 
the reader’s héad, while from below he was saluted by a fusilade 
of stones and garbage from the children grateful of the excuse, 
coupled with maledictions from their elders. 

Where Joseph da Modena was all this time, he does not 
inform us: but it is to be imagined that he was in the thick of 
the tumult, openly exulting at the commotion which he had 
caused. The unique wave of popular sympathy comforted him 
for the outcome of the suit, which was not wholly in his favour— 
nor, as it would seem, unjustly. He had a superstitious satisfaction, 
too, in noting that the launching of the Ban had brought in its train 
the inevitable trail of disaster. During that year, many members 
of the community (not excepting himself). Suffered domestic 
losses of the most severe type. His memoirs end on a note of 
righteous exultation. 

The historical importance of the diary is, it must be con- 
fessed, in inverse proportion to its human interest. Joseph da 
Modena was no Benvenuto Cellini, mixing with the great ones of 
the earth, nor a Solomon Maimon, in touch with the highest in- 
tellect of his generation, nor yet a Gliickel von Hameln, delight- 
ing in intercourse and intermarriage with those distinguished by 
their wealth and their piety. He was not even spectator or suf- 
ferer in any really notable event which he considered worth his 
while to record. He was a child of the Ghetto in its worst sense— 
petty in his interests, limited in his outlook, sordid to a degree in 
his activities. He did not possess the saving graces of learning, 
nor, as it would seem, even of peculiar piety. Not only did he 
himself leave little trace, but barely a single one of those whom 
he mentions and with whom he habitually consorted is otherwise 
recorded. Nevertheless, for this very reason an importance of its 
own may perhaps be vindicated for what he wrote. 

Jewish history has tended to be on the whole the history of 
scholarship, occasionally alternating, and sometimes combined, 
with the aristocracy of wealth. Save for the broadest of generalisa- 
tions, the common people have been generally neglected. The 
reason is obvious enough: for it is precisely the common people 
who have remained inarticulate, leaving it to their spiritual leaders 
to bequeath a memorial to future generations. And so it is unlikely 
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that we will ever know what sort of life the Jewish agriculturalist 
lived in Spain in the golden age of Moslem rule, or how some 
poor tailor of Narbonne reacted towards the epoch-making 
Maimonidean controversy, or what the poverty-stricken artisans 
of Messina felt at the expulsion of the Jews from the Spanish 
dominions. The poor lived, and suffered, in an obscurity which 
has few secular parallels. It is not perhaps too much to say that 
the present memoirs constitute the first wholly popular document 
of Jewish history which has been as yet discovered. It does not 
inform us of the sublime disputes between the masters of the law, 
nor of the achievements of those whose wealth or learning had 
made them the leaders of the community. It tells us of the dregs 
of the Ghetto—ill-educated, superstitious, quarrelsome, sordid, of 
the type hitherto unrecorded except perhaps in our martyrologies. 
We are not introduced into the controversies of the schools or 
the debates of the council chamber: but we obtain a unique in- 
sight into the daily life and daily squabbles of those who remained 
the vast majority of the people. In Joseph da Modena we see how 
they thought, we see how they acted, we see how they lived. 
When the time comes to write the social history of the Jews in 
Italy, this testimony cannot be neglected. 

It is an unfamiliar world to which we are introduced. The 
houses are cramped and stuffy, so that any idea of privacy is not 
so much as thought of. The persons to whom we are presented 
are neither great merchants on the one hand nor pawn-brokers 
on the other, as one would have imagined, but the merest 
itinerant hucksters. The state of culture is surprisingly low, and 
Hebrew books figure principally as security for loans. The days 
were apparently long past when (according to a proverb still re- 
membered in Italy), “ From Sienna came forth the Law, and the 
word of the Lord from Tuscany.” Morality, whether business 
or social, is none too high. There is gaming, and more than a 
suspicion of drinking, in the Ghetto tavern. Open robbery does 
not seem to occasion any great horror, save when the writer is 
the victim: nor does the immoral purpose to which the proceeds 
were put call forth a word of blame. Inside the Ghetto, we hear 
of little but constant feuds and bickering. Writs and distraints 
are the order of the day. The traditional pacific nature of the 
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Jew is belied by open brawls in the street, culminating sometimes 
in the shedding of blood. It is not a pleasant picture. But it was 
the inevitable result upon a small community of the cruel system 
which .artificially cut off all natural intercourse with the outside 
world, and drove it back upon itself. 

If Joseph da Modena presents to us the type of the Ghetto 
Jew of the lowest class, his writing is no less characteristic. The 
script itself indeed is none too bad, leaving room for doubt in 
only a very few cases. The spelling on the other hand could 
hardly be worse, outraging even the loose standards of seventeenth- 
century orthography. There is no idea of consistency, and not 
much, sometimes, even of phonetics. Words are left out, words 
put in, with a regal disregard for meaning. The few Hebrew 
phrases reflect the utter neglect of his early education—surely ex- 
ceptional, even among the lowest classes, and it needs a careful 
reconstruction on the basis of the Italian method of pronunciation 
to make out their meaning. Punctuation is conspicuous by its 
utter absence, every paragraph forming one inordinately long 
sentence, but the text has here been broken up to a certain extent 
(though not quite consistently) in order to facilitate the reading. 
Even this depressingly low state of literacy is not without its 
scientific importance. If Joseph da Modena is a typical Ghetto 
Jew, his language is typical Ghetto speech. In the newly-awakened 
interest in Judaeo-Italian,!° this is of considerable importance. 
Relics of the vernacular literature of the Jews in Italy indeed 
abound, but the majority of them derive from men of culture 
and attainments, in regular intercourse with the outside world, 
and composing frequently for gentile eyes, whose writings 
generally approximate to the accepted standards. In the memoirs 
of Joseph da Modena, on the other hand, despite his literary pre- 
tensions, it seems that we have the Ghetto speech in all of its 
incongruity and its unloveliness, virtually uncontaminated by 
outside influence. Care has been taken, therefore, to reproduce 
the original as exactly as possible, correcting only a few of the 
most obvious errors. A few notes are appended, but in most 
cases the English translation will serve as sufficient elucidation of 
the difficulties of the text.!! In this, the attempt has been made 
to preserve as far as may be the archaic flavour of the original. 


al 
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Yet, when all is said and done, the main interest in this frag- 
ment is not essentially scientific. The impression that remains is 
that of the figure of Joseph da Modena, the illiterate huckster of 
Carnival wear, moving, pack on shoulder, about his squalid native 
Ghetto looking for bargains and affronts, and rejoicing im- 
moderately, albeit most unbiblically, at the downfall of his ene- 
mies. We are little wiser as to the history of the community, 
but we know more about its personalities and its atmosphere, of 
the rancours which embittered it and the passions which moved 
it. It is as a human document of no mean order, rather than as 
a contribution to the exact science of history, that these memoirs 
are here presented, for the first time, to the reader. 


THE MEMOIRS OF A SIENNESE JEW 
(GIUSEPPE DA MODENA?) 1625-1633* 


Ricordo che nell’ anno 1625 vene il Granduca a Siena, e fu 
fatto rescotetore de le robi!2 m. Abramo Pesaro, e m. Bona 
Ventura Galichi, e me imposoro un paro de lenzola, un padi- 
glione, una cuperta, e un capezale, dopia imposta de hogni altro, 
et io gli diede tutto quello che me imposero et mi fu butatato 
d.* roba in mezo de la strada da d.° Abramo tre volti con 
gran’ desprezzo e bravarij et dirmi che d.* roba non era ricipiente, 
e volevano meglio roba, e d.* roba era di valore pit de scudi 
dieci, e nel med.° tempo per farmi magior desprescio e danno mi 
mandoreno le sbiri, e gli comesero che me dovesero fare il pegnio, 
e non pigliare d.* roba del quale recevei pit abilita da la corte che 
da loro, e presero la med.™ roba e non mi fecero pegnio, et 
volsero una lira, et m." volti d.° Abramo si é avantato de 
d.° desprescio. Il tutto ho messo a memoria per tenere a mente 
piacere e despiacere. 


Ricordo che ne l’anno 1625, comprai da M. Salamone Pala- 
grilli quatro libri chiamati nw» 22713 per prezo de scudi sette, 
e dopo ch’ io me ne andai fora di Siena per causa de li lacri (?) 


* Transcription finished in New York, 6 December 1925 (19 Kislev 5686) 
being the first anniversary of the death of my Father. 
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che su ne havevo, sud.° sframoni mio fratello con digh che me 
aveva datto pegno d.° libri per scudi tre, e gli le cavd di mano, 
e gli diede un testone per volta, et una volta per dagli uno scudo 
insieme, se fece pagare da mio fratello un paio de picioni, e dopo 
la mia tornata gli ho voluto rendere le med.™ denari, e ce mese 
mezi e non me ha voluti mai rendere. De piu dopo la mia 
tornata, che fu ne l’anno 1629, desid m." volti mio fratello a 
Vostaria !4 e gli prestO un testone sopra un wain et il m2wn, et 10 
lo volsi rescotere se il fece vendere asuluto per poco prezo. Il 
tutto ho scrito per ricordo. 


Ricordo che ne l’anno 1631 fui rechiesto da Donna Violante 
Galletti che gli dovese far’ servizio de fargli vendere certo horo 
brusciato e horo rotto, e de essi denari desiderava darmelli nelle 
mani, il quale non mancai fare il tutto, e fargli vendere d.* roba, 
e ne med.° giorni mi vene l’ocasione de comprare una masarizia 
da un tale M. Lorenzo in Firenze, et tiene camera locante de 
Tedeschi, ch’ importava circa a scudi hottanta, e io andai da 
d.* Donna Violante con conferigli q.° negozio, e gli dissi che se 
lei voleva sborsare tutto il denaro in d.* masarizia io l’arei messa 
a mezo guadagnio de quello che fusse statto, e lei acetto tal par- 
titto, e me diede scudi 30 contanti e una colana con altri hori 
acid io l’impegniasi, et erano in circa a quatro honci d’oro, e 
Vimpegniai a Nicolino horefici per scudi 25, e dopo questo andai 
a contratare d.* masarisia, e non fumo da cordo, e tornai a casa, 
e resi subito a detta D.? Violante le scudi trenta di contanti 
dattemi, con digli che non era asortitta la compra, come era la 
verita, e ori che mi aveva datto che impegniai per scudi vinti 
cinque, gli dissi che se se contentava de lasarmeli nelle mani gli arei 
usato cortesia de qual cosa |’anno, e cosi se compiaque. E a capo 
a l’anno mi chiese scudi dieci di guadagnio, e la restotorizione 
della Roba, et io gli respose che non era dovere de chiedere 
scudi 10 di guadagnio in 25 scudi, perché arebe auto a rascione 
di quaranta per cento, ma bens! che gli arei dato satisfazione a pieno 
con pregarla non me levasi detta roba de mano perché non ero 
comido per alora a rescoterla, esendo ch’ io in quel tempo avevo 
pagato una promessa ch’ io feci per il marito a M. Antonio 
Lorenzoni de scudi quindici. E lei respose non mi volere aspetare 
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né meno menarmi buono nulla di d.* promessa che pagai per il 
marito, e si fece per dotta, e mi cavo la gatura per scudi cento 
con la restotorizione di d.* roba, e hotto giorni avanti op che 
fummo x“xv 1631 mi fece scassare la casa da tre birij, e mi boto- 
reno luscio a tera a hore due di notte dandoli comisione che mi 
sgombrasero la casa per cento scudi, il quale se a intrapose 
M. Laudadio Rietti!5 e M. Abramo Meniati acomedare le nostre 
deferenzie, e condanereno a pagare le spese a famegli, ch’ im- 
portereno lire sedici, e de le scudi quindici la condanereno a 
pagarmi scudi seci conforma di cid ho scrito, e avanti mi cavasse 
detta gatura mi cavO un’ aresto di cento scudi, e mi fece sgom- 
brare la bottega, e promese per me M. Francesco fornaio a 
Samartino. Il tutto ho messo a memoria che per le benefizi 
fatogli ne ho recuti q.' recompenzi. 


Io ricordo che ne l’anno 1631 mossi litte a M. Salamone 
Milano mio segero, quale per asegurare il mio credito gli cavai 
un aresto avant) gli movessi la litte: e facendolo eseguire, se 
chiamo intenuta M. Isache Meniati; e avantj entrassi impromessa, 
pregai a d.° M. Isache che non prometese, esendo che se io avesse 
auto mai sentenzia in favore, mi sarebe statto necisita di fare 
contra a lui, et esendo che a ongniuno dispiace de pagare per 
altrj, saremo venuti per tal fatto in imicizia, dove che siamo 
amici. E lui mi rispose « Che piace a Dio che tu abi sentenzia in 
favore, che tu sarei pagato, e non avere sospetto che noj veniamo 
in tal convenienti», e che non poteva fare di meno a non pro- 
metere. Et io andai a trovare Abramo figlio di d.° M. Isache, 
e gli dissi le predette parole che dissi a suo padre, e lui me diede 
la med.™ resposta che me diede suo padre. E dopo che le pregai 
gran pezo ambe due, cercai de refutare per promessa anco suo 
padre per giustizia, e non potei fare di meno de non il pigliare. 
Quale fecci la causa, e ottenni la sentenzia in favore di cento 
piastri. E Salvadore Galichi se ne apelld, quale lui facceva per 
d.° Salamone, e io ancora me apelai. E quando d.° Abramo 
Meniatj senttj ch’ io ebij la sentenzia in favore, e che d.° Salvadore 
si era apelato, mi venne a trovare, e me richiese ch’ io cavase di 
promessa suo padre, altre.* mi averebe fatto contro in q.* causa, 
e in qual se voglia particolare. E io gli resposi che bisogniava 


A. M. 
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penzare a non promettere, se non voleva pagare per altri, 
magior.® ch’ to glie ne fece scusa avanti che promettese, holtre che 
quando io avessi voluto fargli cosa grata di cavare di promessa 
suo padre, non potevo, esendo che d.° Salamone Milano era 
andato a Roma, e in questo modo non ne verei a cavare cosa 
alcuna. E per fargli vedere che disideravo fargli cosa grata, gli 
averei fatto tempo un anno e pit se gli fusse fatto di bisognio, 
fin che lui avese fatto contro a d.° Milano, accid non remetesse 
di suo. E lui me respose che lui non voleva abilita nisuno da me, 
solo ch’ io lo cavassi di promessa, altr.*¢ lui si sarebe aitato ne il 
miglior modo che fusse. 


Ricordo che mentre io ero ne la Lombardia, Abramo Meniati 
desvid mio fratello che gli vendese roba di botiga e di casa, il quale 
gli vendé roba per pit de ducento scudi, e lo desvid a giocare in 
casa sua proprio, holtre di q.*° gli faceva pigliare stochi a mercanti 
e gli faceva scialequare e giocare quatrini subito, e di pit gli 
prestava denari a usura sopra il pegnio, e poi comprava il med.™° 
pegnio a mezo prezo, e dopo ch’ io fui tornato a Siene gli chiese 
de la d.* roba e gli dette pegnio mio fratello et imparticolare le 
robi da mascari che teneva pegnio. E lui mi dette roba per 
vinti hotto scudi che non valeva quindici, e perché ereno robi di 
casa antichi, mi covene rescoteli ancor che stavano di pit di quello 
valevano. E per voce publica, e per informazione auto da piu 
personi, ho saputo che guadagnid con mio fratello ducento scudi. 
Il tutto ho messo a memoria. 

E ne l’anno 1630, vene qui a Siena un ‘29 chiamato ‘am 
Elia da Vigniola, il quale lo conoscevo a Modena, e anco al 
d.° paese; e per favorilo me hobligai mentre se pasava qui 
amparare a legere. Gli arei dato lire quindici l’anno. Mentre perd 
mi avese dato una lizione a me ho a mio fratello il giorno, holtre 
che in prencipio de la sua venuta lo menai a l’oste et pagai per lui 
m." volte per fargli cosa grata, et fu messo innanzi da mio socero 
e mio cog.'° Toscano e me, e per diliscenze fatte fu fermato dal 
Snp circa a due anni. Et in questo tempo prese gran’ amicizia con 
d.° Abramo Meniati, et a me non mi daya pit lizione, nemeno se 
curayva piu de mia amicizia, curandosi pocho del fatto mio. E ne 
la sua partenza gli rimase a dare lire nove, del quale non era la 
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mia volenta de darglieli per m." rascioni, come de sopra si é detto. 
E d.° Abramo, avendo lui roba in mano de mio, mi trovd in 
plaza, e me disse che pagase d.° *21 altrimente l’arei pagato con 
mio desgusto, e harebe fatto pagare lui, e perché aveva roba in 
mano de mio, e per suoi me covene cavare da lui proprio lire 
quatro, e lire cinque gli rimasi a dare. De quali, quando se ne 
ando via da Abramo se fece dunare d.° cinque lire. Et esortd a 
d.° »319 che facese rescotere d.* denari a un Todesco suo descepolo, 
il qual d.° "217 cosi fece. E gli chiese in grazia che usase hogni 
deliscenza per rescotere da me d.* denari. E il med.™° Todesco 
cosi facendo mi mando a chiamare m." volti menaciandomi di 
farme bastonare se non gli portavo d.* denari, e d.° Abramo 
hongni giorno gli handava a recordare a d.° Todesco. E a lungo 
andare, d.° Todesco se stracd, e non gli diede un quatrino. Et 
q.° ho scritto a memoria, giudicando che s’é voluto agratuire 
piu a un foréstiere che non ha visto né conosciuto per dare 
desgusto, e danno a me. 


Ricordo che quando io arivai a Modena ne l’anno 1625, Ii 
era Salamone e Rafaello Nepi heb. Et apresentandosi la fiera di 
Sasolo, ce n’andai, e comprai alcuni pelli conci in quel paese per 
prezo de lire sesanta sette, e le portai a Modena, e li dei a serbare 
a d.° Salamone, che mi avese fatto forte de un pochi de denari fin 
che me venivano di casa, il quale mi prestaoreno lire cinquanta. 
E quando gli chiesi le sud.* pelli datoli in serbo per mandarli a 
Siena, me disero che havevano venduti per le med.° cinquanta lire 
prestatomi, quali ce vene a scapitare lire diciasette, e le vendereno 
senza mia comisione. E fra pochi giorni andé Rafaello a Sasolo a 
stare con altri et io il 22 del med.° anno me vene hocasione di 
partirmi dal’ alogiamento ch’ io ero, et andare in casa un altro 
sim? per m." desgusti receuti. E facendo le conti gli rimase a dare 
al mio padrone lire vinti due. Et esendo che d.° Salamone non 
stava pil con Hosigli!6e faceva camerata con me, mi se hoferi 
di farmi forte de dodici lire che aveva, et un zechino che gli 
mancava per complire le d.° lire vinti due de andare a trovare 
Rafaello a Sasolo acid me le prestase. Il quale cosi facendo, 
andamo a trovare Rafaello, e gli naramo il fatto; e gli chiesi in 
grazia mi facese forte de un zechino, e perché non mi poteva dire 
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che non, avendo lui in quel tempo vinto dieci Toleri senza il 
salario che avanzava dail padrone, disse che non me le poteva 
prestare, respetto che voleva andare a casa dopo 1B2, e se voleva 
de d.* denari fare un vestito e un coletto. Et io, per mantenere il 
mio dicoro e dare sadisfazione al mio padrone di casa, hoperai 
che suo fratello se levase da dosso un gibone di cimbelotino 
stampato e un paro di calzette di filaticio, et io gli dei un taglio di 
coletto di pelle di fiore, acid mi prestase d.° zechino: e d.° pelle 
erano di valuta de lire cinque: il quale ne recevei gran’ desgusto 
per tal azione, e pero ne feci memoria. 

Fra alcuni giorni vene hocasione, che un de Husigli chiamato 
Lemacino ce dette a vendere piu pezi d’oro che le pigliava in 
botega sua, e ci guadagniai in pit volti incirca a trenta scudi. 
E perché d.° Salamone me prestava quatrini, ce il mese a mezo: 
e trovandomi io in necesita de denari, mi prevalzi de la sua parte 
de denari, ch’ erano in circa a quindici scudi. E apresentandosi 
Vocasione, ch’ ambe due venero a Siena, me richieseno de un 
scrito de d.° denari, il quale non mancai di farglielo. E subito 
fatoglielo, se ne venero a Siena, poblicono d.° scrito, con dire che 
me le avevano prestati ne la Lombardia di contanti. E per 
d.° scrito, mia madre e mio fratello gli fecero m." cortesij, con 
dargli da logiare nel mio letto proprio, perché ereno in meschinitd, 
che non avevano letto da dormire. E poi mia madre gli diede la 
casa a piscione per il med.™° prezo che ce la dava il Cristiano, e la 
piscione a scontiare a d.° scrito. Il quale venendo io nel 1629 
a Siena senza sdegnio nisuno, per d.° di Abramo Meniati mi 
mando la poliza a regolatori per lire hotanta quatro; et io, per tal 
sdegnio, gli mandai la poliza a oscire di casa. Del qual non 
sapendo loro che remegio se pigliare, per non hoscire di casa, 
facemo pace. E restone le cose, impentino, e fra pochi giorni 
cercoreno de volermi citare d.° scrito de denari che gli devo 
a mercanti, e poi hagiro a Pesari cid é Abramo e Chlemente fra- 
telli, ancora che stavano in casa, e gli pagavo la piscione. E nel 
medesimo tempo, mi hocorse che D.* Fiore Galetti, gli ero 
debitore per una peza di musolini lire vinti una, e mi entrd in 
tenuta Rafaello Nepe. E in q.'° tempo. d.° Rafaello se ne andd 
a Grosetto, et io gli dei a vendere alcuni robi di botiga a denari 
cifatti. E quando torno di Grosetto, gli chiesi le denari de la roba 


me, 
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che mi aveva venduto: et lui me rispose che lui non mi voleva 
dare nula, se prima non pagava d.* Fiore, hovero ch’ io l’avesi 
levato di tenuta. Et io gli rispose che non conveniva a farmi tal 
afronto a farmi represaglia, esendo ch’ ancora non aveva receuto 
né dani né afronto per me: e quando fusse hocorso che lui avese 
pagato per lui, stava in casa mia, ch’ arebe pututo scontiare 
a piscione ad hongni modo. Con tutti q." rascioni, non mi volse 
dare cosa nisuna, se primo non pago D. Fiore: il qual mi é parso 
che q.* azione me sia statto di gran affronto pit’ de qual se volia 
altro, e perd ne ho fatto memoria. 


Ricordo che il di 25 marzo 1632 s’xw, fui gaturato da 
M. Abramo Pesaro e fratello, con gran’ smaco e disprescio, e diede 
comisione alli sbirri che dovesero pigliare per tenuta M. Isache 
Galicho, ho vero M. Rubino Frosolone,!7 altrim.'° me sgombrasero 
la casa. E mi mando a gaturare per scudi vinti per resto de trenta 
scudi ch’ io gli devo dare, e le medessimi denari fureno per una 
scrita ch’ avevano de mio per scudi dodici: quali scudi dodici sono 
per lire 30 che devano avere dal M.°° Marone Michele in Firenze, 
e lire vinti sei prestati a mia madre quando io ero fora di paese, 
e lire vinti hotto prestatomi contanti quando io venij in paese, 
che sono in tutto scudi dodici; e scudi dodici dovevano avere per 
un scritto che gli concesero Salamone e Rafaello Nepi, come ne 
apare memoria nel presente librio indietro; e per esso scritto gli 
ni dereno tanto cimbelotino bianco a una lira il bracio, e loro il 
vendereno soldi dodici il bracio; e scudi tre per una gatura cava- 
tomi per un feraiolo di settino nero che mi diede a vendere, e gli 
restotorij, €e me ne cavO gatura per non potere provare quando 
gli lo rese; e scudi tre per uma peza di mosolino che diede a 
M. Framinio Galetti mio zio, e io promesi per lui: tal che sono 
scudi trenta in tutto, e ne remase avere scudi vinti. E mi mando 
la poliza tre giorni avanti ov. La sera di p= mi trovo fora del 
portone de M. Prospero, ch’ ero in compagnia de M. Rubino Fro- 
solona e M. Moise Saliaro, e mi disse che lui mi voleva fare come 
fece Papa Sisto, che quando volse caciare le ny dal suo statto, 
gli mando la nova la sera di arne,!8 e cosi voleva fare a me, accid 
io non avessi il ap conzolato. Ma per non essere giudicato dalli 
personi, non esegul q.'° gativo pensiero menaciatomi. Ma hotto 
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giorni avanti mbp, come ho detto di sopra, mi trovd in casa de 
M. Abramo Meniati, e mi menacid che mi voleva fare stare pri- 
scione per detto debiti hotto giorni, e usare deliscenza che fra 
dette giorni ci stessi quatro giorni di nos et altri minaci fattomi. 
E il giorno seguente, mi fece gaturare in casa per maggior smaco, 
e accid io non gli dessi la promessa di sei mesi. Il tutto ho messo 
a memoria, per avere io receuto dal detto torto et afronto in piu 
modi. Una si é che non mi doveva mandare la poliza hotto giorni 
avanti nop: sigonda, non se doveva acordare con Abramo Meniati 
con digli che mi mandasse la poliza ancora lui per un altro scrito 
che aveva d.° Abramo contra di me de scudi 20, e mi mandoreno 
la poliza ambe due insieme: terza, non mi doveva conturbare la 
sera di pp come fece: quarta, non mi doveva fare gaturare in 
modo nisuno, esendo che loro, cid é d.° Abramo, aveva in mano 
de mio cento scudi di cervietti di Bolzano, e scudi vinti cinque 
di anpp}9 che non erano segniati ne le scriti: quinta, non mi 
doveva fare gaturare hotto giorni avanti nbs; e tutti q.“ afronti 
me le fece perché io ho messo inanzi la nb» di anon nn,?20 il 
quale hebero a sdegno, e me fecero d.° afronti. Il tutto ho messo 
a memoria. 


Ricordo che nel mese di luglio 1632, comprai da Chichio 
straciaiolo pi pezi di damasco nero uso alla presenza de Moise 
Galletti e di Prospero Arcidosso, li quali in quel tempo lavoravano 
per Abramo Pelagrili nella bottiga di sotto in dove io abito, ch’ io 
glie la pescionai. E d.° Moise e Prospero disero, che ne volevano 
parte, non havendo io compro nel mio uscio proprio: et io, per 
non volere contendere, gli respose che quando mi avesero reso le 
denari che mi costava, gli harei datto. Et accettando lui tal partito, 
rispose ch’ io aspetasi d.° Abramo Pelagrile, che mi arebe datto 
denaro, ho vero me harei preso per me. E cos} mi contentai, et 
aspetai, che venise d.° Abramo. E venuto che fu, gli dissi se voleva 
d.° damasco, e me rispose che il voleva vedere. Et ancor che non 
era dovere ch’ io gli il mostrasse avanti mi desse il denaro che mi 
costava, per compiacerlo glie il fece vedere. Disse che non lo 
voleva, emelo renuzida me. Dilaaalcuni giorni, tagliai d.° damasco 
nel mio muriciolo di botiga, e d.° Abramo era presente, e me ne 
rubo un pezo, e ne fece tagliare tanti baretini da un "nn" Romano 
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chiamato M. Lazaro de Importanza, e a lui gli le fece cuscire. E il 
giorno de la Madona di Tor.*,20* che fummo a li....... 1632, mi 
mostro uno de d.° baretini belli e fatti del med.™° damasco, e io 
subito reconoscendo che era robba mia gli dissi, in dove aveva 
auto d.° damasco. E lui and6 ritroso a non me’! volere dire: et io 
resposegli ch’ in nesun modo gli il volevo rendere se non me 
diceva da chi haveva auto, perché nel med.™° tempo mi fu rubato 
una banda con finemento d’argiento di tafetta, capilino, et altra. 
Alora me rispose che haveva compro da Prospero Arcidosso: e io 
gli respose de volerlo mostrare a d.° Prospero, e sapere da lui se 
gli haveva venduto, e gli averei reso d.° barettino. E trovando io 
d.° Prospero, gli domandai se era vero ch’ avesse vend.° d.° damasco 
a d.° Abramo, e lui respose presente al med.™° Abramo, e disse: 
« Qui Abramo mi é venuto atrovare, e mia d.° ch’ io tidica ch’ io 
gli ho venduto, et io glio resposto che non vo’ dire tal cosa, perché 
non é vero, e non gli o venduto nulla: ma io fui presente quando 
tu tagliavi q.*° damasco sopra al tuo muricolo, e lui era in bottiga 
tua, e te ne vede cadere un pezo, e corseaverlo, e ne fece tagliari 
tre baretini. » Et io, sentendo cosi, dissi a d.° Abramo: «Io non ti 
voglio rendere il baretino, perché ¢ robba mia, e non é vero che 
tu habij compro da Prospero come tu dicevi.» E facendo lui 
forza de volermelo levare di mano per forza, ce atacamo alle 
pugnia, e fumo spartiti, e non ebe altrem.“ il baretino. E stando in 
pendente cosi la cosa, la sera a ora denn» mi afronto d.° Abramo 
Pelagrili con suo padre e Giuseppe suo fratello, e mi diedero le 
mani per dosso con dirmi « Rendimi il mio baretino, ho vero ne 
voglio tantto sangue». Et io resposegli «Se fusse il tuo baretino, 
te harei reso, ma perché é roba mia, non te la renderd mai». 
E vedendomi io tre adosso, mi acostai in bottega de M. Samuello 
Nisim, e preso un paro de forbeci da homo, e le dei nel petto 
Abramo, dicendo «Statte adietro, e non mi siate tre adosso! » 
E lui, setendosi dare le forbici nel petto, gridd, dicendo «So 
mortto», e si buttd in terra: ma non gli fece mal nisuno. Et io, 
dubitando de non havere ferito, me volsi retornare a Sam Martino, 
e me sopragionzero sei bracia lontano di Sam Martino, e Abramo 
e suo padre mi tenero, e Giuseppe suo fratello mi diede una colte- 
G. lata ne le reni, et mi firij a morte. E stei a letto 23 giorni, con 
A. medico e due cerusichi. Et Prospero Arcidosso e Moise Galetti me 
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se esaminoreno contro, con dire che non era stato né Salamone né 
Abramo suo padre, ma che era statto Moise suo fratello: et q.°° il 
dissero perche Moise era de minore etta, e non potteva esere con- 
danato. Ma non é vero altr.™® che fusse Moise, e se esaminoreno 
il falzo. E quella feritta mi costd pit de scudi vinti. 


Ricordo che il :“pw 15n2 3, che fu il primo di 9br 1633, 
il giorno de hongni samnti,2! mi passd a miglior vita mio figliolo 
chiamato ‘naw: e quando l’ebj a sopelire, vene a dire M. Angniolo 
Semilini se io avevo compro tavoli e tella per sotterare il mio 
figliolo, e io gli resposi di no, ma che avevo mandato zio px 
e mio fratello a provedere di quello faceva bisognio vedendo 
ora tardi, e per esere il giorno de hongni santi, come ho d.° di 
sopra, non trovono nesuno aperto. Il qual torno M. Angniolo, 
e gli dissi che, per esere festa, non anno pututo avere nulla, e che 
dicesero alli ann, ch’ erano M. Samuello Blanis e M. Rafaello 
Galichi, che mi provedesero loro, come hobligati in q." hocasione. 
EM. Angniolo me respose a lor’? nome che me averebeno provisto 
del tutto, ma che io gli dese ho pegno ho denari; e io gli respose, 
che non volevo dargli né pegnio né denari, né meno non intendo 
che me himpresti la xnan, ma ben si arei voluto come hobligati 
in gid che d.° soma de 55m me avesero trovato la roba ch’ io 
arei trovato il denaro, del qual non siimpacioreno in cosa alcuna. 
E mi covene mandare a mio fratello che pregase un mercante che 
uprise botiga per darmi quello mi faceva de bisogni; e cosi fece. 
Il tutto ho messo a memoria, perché se costuma quando more 
uno, ho rico, ho povero che sia, le nism devano provedere del 
tutto, e se le parenti del morto non avese pronto il denaro in 
quel tempo, se devano pigliare dalla x-3n, e cos] sempre si é usato, 
come apare nel libro de le rescosioni del n5"2: ma a me cercono 
de farmi afronto, perd non eseguireno d.° stile. 


Ricordo che il di 9 Aprile 1634, fui carcerato per scudi 
diciotto per una promessa che io feci per mio fratello, quale 
entro cesonario M. Agustino Franci: e fui carcerato a sua istanza. 
Del quale, esendo otto giorni avanti nDp, e non avevo ancora 
compro il grano per le mx né altra provisione, e senza alcuno 
asegniamento di denari ho altro, me arecomandai a Dio, e poi 
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a Salamone e Rafaello Nepi, con pregarli che volesero prometere 
per me in forma de sei mesi. E non se aristiando a dirmi di no, 
me resposano che volevano da me un pegnio quivalente, del qual 
me richiesero de la spin 22 di casa sotto in dove io abitto, e accid 
gli dovese remanere d.* npin per d.* diciotto scudi, che non la 
arei datta per scudi cinquanta, me legoreno ne lo scrito che ancor 
ch’ io avese tempo sei mesi, e non avese pagato fra quatro, che 
d.* "pin sia sua, ancor che non avesero pagato niente de loro. Del 
quale, esendo io carcerato ne le sud.* giorni, me convene consentire 
in hongni mio pigior modo, e cos} gli hobligai: e andoreno per 
prometere, e fureno ambj due refutati dal magistrato mentre perd 
non davano un aprobatore. Il quale loro andoreno a recercare per 
aprobatore M. Francesco, fornaio a S. Martino: il quale lui respose 
de volere aprobare, e si mese il feraiolo per venire. E trovandosi 
la M. Rubino Frosolona che sfornava le sue myn, e in quel tempo 
era o37p del ndyp, in cambio de dire cualche parola con solegitare 
d.° che mi facese il servizio, disse (acid non ce ne andasse) «Se ve 
ne andate voi, me ne volio andare ancora io». E quando il ™ 
senti cosi, subito posso il feraiolo, e non volse venire. E quando 
fureno partiti Salamone e Rafaello da d.° ™:, d.° M. Rubino gli 
dise che non prometese, che non gli ne poteva tornare se non 
danno. Il quale il giorno seguente tornoreno d.° Salamone e 
Rafaello da d.° fornaio, con diglie gli venisse a fare il servizio, gli 
respose che lui non voleva prometere pit, e che se provedese de 
altro aprobatore. E per le parole de M. Robino, me convene stare 
sei giorni pit in priscione, per non trovare altro probatore. Ea 
capo a sei giorni, per volere uscire, mandai quattro vestitti di 
bottiga a d.° fornaio accid aprobase, e con gran’ fatiga mi fece il 
servizio. E q.'°ho messo a memoria il tradimento de d.° M. Rubino, 
e devo io pigliare esempio da d.* Nepi che non volsero prometere 
senza pegnio, e mi legoreno in quel modo nel lo scritto: holtre 
che mi convene dare le quatro vestitti al fornaio. 


Ricordo che l’anno 1633, Donna Stella del gia Salamone 
Toscano rascione de maritare con Salvadore de Isache Galichi: 
qual matrimonio il tratava Donna Angniola de Moise Rietti. 
E nel medesimo anno mi morij Anna mia moglie, sorella di 
d.? Stella, quale morij di parto, e fece un putto maschio; e feci 
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d.* Donna Stella comare, e suo padre (mio sogero) fu compare. 
E il dei a baglia a Donna Dianora mia zia, che abita incontra 
a d.? D.* Stella, e con q.*° hocasione pigliava cura del mio figliolo, 
e il teneva in casa tutto il giorno, per affizione grande che portava 
a me ea mio figliolo suo nipotte, quale diceva pit volti ch’ avanti 
lei si maritase, voleva lasare de la sua dote cento scudi a frutto 
per mio figliolo. Et holtre di questo gli andavo alla liberale in 
casa sua e in sua camera con hongni domesticheza e afabelita, il 
quale me dimostrava grande affizione e famigliarita. E un giorno 
fui chiamato da M. Angniolo Semiline, e mi meno fora de ghette, 
a mi disse: «Sai, che tua cogniata se tratta de maritare con 
Salvadore Galico. Perd te conzeglio, che se lei a in mano nula di 
tuo, fattelo restotovire, perché se confida con Salvadore, durarai 
fatiga a levargliela di mano.» E io gli risposi per la verita, che ce 
avevo tutto il momibele de mia moglie, e rami, e ottoni di casa 
mia: ma io avevo di suo alcuni robi di suo uso che me aveva datto 
in serbo quando remase vedova, per dubio che non venisero ho 
mandasero le fratelli del marito a ventariargli la roba, e poi glie la 
levasero, e pero me la diede a serbare a me: quale roba poteva 
importare da vinti scudi in circa; e anco avevo alcuni polisi di 
monte che dicevano veste e zimare de suo uso, quali me le prestd 
che me ne prevalese, e me rimaseno in mano d.° polisi accid ch’ io 
gli le rescotese. E conferiy con detto M. Angniolo le sopra detti 
paroli, dicendoli che se lei mi avese reso la mia roba, io gli averei 
reso la sua: e quando avesi creso ch’ avese fatto il matrimonio con 
Salvadore come se diceva, io averei fatto qualsevoglia cosa per 
conturbalo, e quando non avesi saputo di fargli alcuno dispiacere 
dopo che avessi receuta la mia roba, volevo mandare la sua alli 
fratelli del morto, acid non venise in mano di d.° Salvadore. De 
la qual cosa M. Angniolo ne sentiva gran contento ch’ io facesi 
d.* azione, e conturbasi d.° matrimonio, per eser che lui voleva 
male e portava odio a d.° Salvadore, ancor che gli parlava, e gli 
faceva l’amico. E l’odio che portava d.° M. Angniolo a d.° Salva- 
dore era perché d.° M. Angniolo ando al’acqua bona, lui con tutta 
sua famiglia, l’anno 1632, e non lascid nesuno in casa sua. Il quale 
d.° Salvadore conziglid a Angniolo di Donato Semilini che dovese 
in qualche modo andare in casa suo zio mentre ch’ era fora, e gli 
dovese rubare un pochi di denari. Quale d.° Angniolo esegul il 
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fatto e scassO una cassa di d.° suo zio, e ce trovo una sachetta con 
mille piastri, e di essi ne prese cento. Il quale, quando il sepe 
d.° Salvadore gli menaccid de fargli la spia: e d.° Angnio, accid 
non gli facese la spia, gli diede vinti piastri e che il tenese segreto. 
E de dette denari ce andava a putani: il quale un sabato sera a ori 
cinque di notte fu preso in casa la putana con le denari in sacucia: 
il quale gli fu datto la corda si a lui come a d.* putana, e stettero 
ambe due saldi, e oscireno senza esere condanati per il gran’ sciocad 
smw che diede suo padre.?3 Eil ladroscino di d.° Angniolo Semilini 
si scopri con ocasione che d.° Angniolo confer! con un tal Abramo 
772, marito de Fiore, de le Levantini, e fureno de sconcordio nel 
spartire di denari, econ tal ocasione se scopri il fatto: e per questo 
d.° M. Angniolo portd odio a d.° Salvadore, e d.° M. Angniolo 
andava intrametendosi con fare imbasciata fra d.* Donna Stella 
e€ me, e sempre se dimostrava d’esere in mio aiuto, a mi fece 
imbasciata che d.* Stella mi voleva dare otantta scudi per paregio 
de nostri conty. E cosi diede comisio a Abramo Meniati che mi 
facese Vimbasciata alla presenzia di d.° M. Angniolo. Il quale 
d.° Abramo mi fece d.* imbaciata e poi me disse che Salvadore 
non voleva ne facese altro, e mi fece chiamare avanti il Capitano 
de Giustizia. Et io comparsi con il mio precuratore, ch’ era il 
dottore Marzochi, e il Capitano de Giustizia mi fece una grande 
gravata, con dirmi che lui era informato del fatto mio, che non 
intendevo solo che a robe rubati e a furbarij, e che se io non 
rendevo tutto quello che domandava d.? donna, lui mi menaciava 
di volermi farmi scopare, e mandarmi in una galea. Et io gli 
risposi che lui era male informato del fatto mio, e ch’ erano gente 
che mi voleva male, e tutto quello ch’ io avevo al mondo I’aveva 
d.* donna, che glie havevo dato in serbo, per esere lei mua 
cog., e accid mio fratello non me le mandase male. Il quale 
d.° Capitano, rebusandomi pit che mai, me disse ch’ io non 
avessi ardire di rispondergli in tal particolare, che mi averebe 
messo in una segretta, e che gli rendese tutta la roba di d.* donna, 
in particolare le polisi di monte. E io gli resposi segonda volta: 
« Sig." Capitano, mentre che non vol ch’ io dica le miei rascioni, 
non posso giostificare la mia noscenza. Et in quanto alli polisi di 
monte che lei dice avermi datto, ecco qui q.‘° scatolino di politi 
di monte quale mi ha datti lei, che non é quindici giorni ch’ io gli 
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le o dati in serbo, come gli ho datto altra roba.» Quale il 
Capitano me le levd di mano, e disse: « A poi che tu confessi de 
averli auti da lei, prova tu che gli li abij datti, e che siano tuoi: 
e se tu non il proverai, te gastigarrO conforma te o detto.» 
E d. polisi di monte fureno lesse alla presenzia di d.* Stella, e lei 
disse esere tutt) le sue. E il Capitano mi asegniO termine de 
quindici giorni a provare che d.° polisi fusero le mia, altrimente 
havese restoriati a d.* Stella: e cosi fumo licenziati. E voltandomi 
al mio procuratore, gli dissi che mi dovese consigliare quello 
dovevo fare in q.” particolare, e come mi devo difendere, esendo 
che mi sa deficile a provare sedici ho dicciotto polisi siano le miei, 
esendo che la magiore parte de quelle robe che sono contenuti in 
quelle polisi sono robi antichi di casa. E lui mi respose che gli era 
dificele a difendermi, esendo che non posso fare le miei provanzi, 
e poi ho il Capitano contra: e mi conzeglid che il dovese remetere 
in qualcuno. Et io gli respose che tutti li heb.‘ si vogliano vedere 
male Puno con laltro, e nisuno se ne sarrebe voluto impaciare. 
E lui mi rispose che lui averebe cercato de acomedarla lui con il 
precuratore de la parte contra, accid io non dovessi stare a 
Vimpito del Capitano: e a me piaque il conseglio, e dissi che 
arei rimesso in tutto e per tutto in lui; e cosi se contento d.* Stella 
de rimetere nel suo procuratore. II quale fu fatto il compromesso 
al’ofiziali de la mercanzia. E mentre che si stava per sentenziare, 
d.* Donna Stella fece venire di Roma un oon: e quando fu saputo, 
vi erano dim." che non averebeno voluto che se fusse butatto; 
ma, per vedere il mio precepizio sotto mano, precurono che se 
butase: e di essi erano Chlemente a Abramo Pesari. E in quel 
tempo era pnp d.° Chlemente: e per dimostrare sotto mano che 
loro non volevano che se butase d.° psn, mi fecero chiamare in 
sy alla presenzia de M. Prospero Semilini, M. Isache del Borgo, 
M. Chlemente Pesaro, M. Riubino Frosolona, M. Samuello 
Nissim, M. Isache Gallichi, M. Salamone Milano, padre di 
d.* Stella et altri del tn», e mi disero: «Sapete bene che Donna 
Stelli per le pretenzioni che a con voi e per non avere che 
mostrare, a fatto venire un o4nm di Roma, accid chi niente il deba 
revilare. Perd, ancor che noj siamo seguri che tutti diranno quello 
saperano, e simile voj, per non cascare in un pregiodizio si grave, 
con tutto cid aviamo voluto usare q." deliscenza de chiamarvi qui 
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avanti tutti questi s.s. con dirvi il gran pericolo che si porta quando 
se comportase che se butase d.° non, essendo che in questa benedetta 
mp non é sucieso mai tal cosa: holtre che, Dio ne guardi, ne 
potrebe patire tutto il ap, e, come si suol dire, ne pate il giusto 
per il pecatore. » Quali mi fecero un sermone con q." e altri 
paroli pit ben messi, et ongni uno ce disse il suo parere, del quale 
stei m."° bene a sentire. E poi, quando ebeno fenitto, gli resposi che 
«Jo rengraziavo a tutti voj altri s.s. ch’ avete usato tal deliscenza 
a chiamarmi in q.*° santo loco per tal causa: e in resposta ve dico 
ch’ io non intendo di volere nulla di quello di nisuno; et é vero 
ch’ io me ritrovo alcuni robi di Donna Stella, ma lei a m.*° pit in 
mano de mio, ma in ongni modo intendo de volere dare hongni 
sadisfazia, si a tutto il b3p come a d.* Donna Stella, accid non si 
dica che per l’amore mia sia nato un trasordine tale in 5p. Holtre 
di questo, ancor’ ch’ io abij qua se volia rascione, chi vol esere 
buon “1” conviene stare a 5xw* 72" e cosi so’ pronto io remettere 
hongni diferenzia a un homo per uno, ho vero che il 491 cria lui 
un 7" m3, tantto di quello ch’ io pretende da me, quanto quello 
ch’ io pretendo da lei: e di cid, nisuno non credo che mi possa 
opore. » Del quale quelli che mi volevano male e desideravano 
che se butase d.° nan remaseno stupefatti de la mia resposta, e tutti 
da cordo resposero « an 4173, parlate m.° bene »; e si voltoreno 
a M. Salamone Milano e disero; « Potete dire a vostra figliola che 
Giuseppe vole stare a 5xnw* yj». E lui respose: « Et io acetto in 
loco de mia figliola.» E cosi ce partimo tuttj: e ando a dire 
d.° Salamone a sua figliola quello si era remasto in 1m, e lei 
conzentj a quello fece suo padre, e cossi dette la parola alla pre- 
senzia de M. Prospero, M. Isache del Borgo, e M. Chlemente, 
uno de le own. E quando Salvadore il sepe, mando a dire a 
d.? Stella ch’ ora ch’ era venuto il oon non voleva stare pit a 
byw av, e che mi sarebe statto necisita per non cascare in pon de 
arendeli tutto quello ch’ io avevo di suo, e non lei quello ch’ aveva 
de mio: e mando a dire al sym che non ne voleva fare altro. Il 
quale il tym ando a trovare d.° Salamone Milano e sua figlia, e gli 
ributoreno con dire che chi vol esere "7 gli conviene a stare a 
Synv- mt in qual se voglia cosa, tanto magior.* che suo padre 
aveva dato la parola alla presenzia de tutto il 5p. E lei respose 
ch’ in q.”° paticolare non aveva che fare nulla con suo padre, e che 
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lei era vedova, e sapeva fare le suoj fatti da se, e non ne voleva 
farne altro di pit. Gli fu resposto a poi che lei voleva butare 
d.° oon fusse reciprico, che quanto se intenese per quello ch’ io 
avevo a dare a lei, quanto per quello che lei deve dare a me. E lei 
replicd che perd non voleva stare a bxnw m3 accid de dichiarare 
il 7 in favore suo. E tutto il 57p se part! con grande sdegnio da 
lei, per avere mancato di quello che aveva promesso a tutto un 
bmp, e anco gli dispiaceva che se butase d.° non, perché non era 
intravenuto mai tal cosa, e per q." rascioni gli ne portoreno odiio 
e gli fureno contra. Quale da li a tre giorno a ora de n=inw venne 
Salamone Milano e Salvadore Gallichi con tutta la sbiraria, e con 
un precetto del vicario in mano che nisuno dovese impedire che 
non se butase d.° ann. Il quale avanti che venisero a scola se ne 
avede Abramo Pesaro, e venne a scola avisare al Srp che oscisero 
da scola accié che non sentisero leggere d.° on. E fu tralasciato il dire 
mb*an che se diceva sy, e cerco tutto il Sp de oscire de scola. 
E quando fureno a meza scala se incontroreno nela corte e fureno 
fattj tutt) tornare adietro a forza de piatonati e serono I’ uscio per 
difora. Chlemente Pesaro cercd di fare m." difesa per oscire, et 
arlevo de m." piatonati e pomi di pugniali di birij. Parimente 
Salamone ebe m." piatonati da birij. E nel med.° tempo sopra- 
giunse il Bargiello,?4 e glie ne dette m." altri a spada inuda. Altri 
fecero difesa de oscire per le finestri. E nel med.° tempo Bona- 
ventura Gallichi, ch’ era jin in quella matina, prese il o5n in mano, 
e se mese a legere alla finestra di scola, perché tutti erano oscit]; 
e mentre ch’ il legeva, Salvadore suo nepotte gli teneva la torcia 
nera in mano, e la colava tutto in capo a Bonaventura mentre 
legeva. A scola ve rimase Salamone Milano e d.° Salvadore e 
d.° Bonaventura e Abramo da Bulognia, e un tal Abramo il 
romitto, eSforzo Nissim, e tre ho quatro altri che non mi ricorde: 
quali quatro batevano le banchi, l’altri ch’ erano fora de scola, le 
donne se posero tutti in ginochione gridando « Per il capo de chi 
il lege e de chi ’a fatto venire! »: le putti tiravano torzi e sasatti 
alla finestra a d.° Bonaventura mentre legeva, dicendoli « Per il 
capo tuo!». Il quale in quel giorno fu fatto grandi strepidi e 
pianti: e subitto ch’ oscireno da scola d.* Milano e Salvadore e 
Bonaventura, tutti gli gridono dietro, dicendoli, per il capo suo, 
dicendoli tutti ingiuri nefandi. E a d.* Stella tutti per una bocie 
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dicevano « Per quella puttana poltrona sono tutti questi romori »: 
e per le grandi ingiuriy che gli diceva tutto il bmp, gli convenne 
levarsi dalla finestra, e non poteva pit comparire né a usci néa 
finestrij, e per remediare a q.*° gli convene mandare cinque ho sei 
precetti dal Capitano de Giustizia che nisuno la molestase, ne in 
paroli né in fatti, sotto penna de vinticinque scudi. E a me ancor 
mando il precetto, e cosi se quietto la gente. E tutto il bap in quel 
prencipio gli ritene la parola a Salamone Milano e a Salvatore 
Gallichi e a Bonaventura Gallichi che lese il oon, ma Prospero 
Semilini non gli rettene la parola, perché Isache Gallichi era suo 
parente, holtre che s’ era ingerito de farlo venire a Siena nel suo 
falimento, e gli mandava le suoi figlioli amparare: e per questo lui 
se ingeri asai in q.’° particola, e lui fecero venire le dunzie di 
d.° nan con scusarsi che gli dispiaceva de ingerisi di tal fatto, ma 
perché gli era comandato dal 35> non poteva fare di meno de fare 
tutto quello gli veniva in posto: e con q."° ocasione metteva in- 
carco di cuscienza alla gente che referise il tutto menutam.* de 
quello loro sapevano di tal fatto, accid non cascasero in alcuno 
pregiodizio, e cometeva a tutti che non scrivesero solo chi sapeva 
che chi avese roba de d.? Stella ho io ho altri, ma se sapevano che 
d.* Stella avese auto roba de mio o d’altri, non lo dovesero scri- 
vere, perché lui non le voleva acettare. E io, conoscendo che 
d.° Prospero se mostrava parziale in tal fatto, per scarico de la 
mia coscienza me ne andai da zio max che il pregai che me 
dovese dire quello conosceva in q. particolare, perché non ce 
voglio rimetere d’anima, ancor ch’ io fussi seguro de rimeterci 
tutto quello che ho al mondo. E lui me disse che ce averebe 
studiato, e mi chiese un libro chiamato il Caro,” ¢ io gli il portai: 
e dopo che lui c’ ebe studiato, me dise che non mi dubitase, e me 
ne menase burla, perché lui non teneva contio di tal non per piu 
rascioni. Una si é, che non ci anno fatto le debitti mmx 26 che ce 
vano fatti: segonda, che tutto il bp non é statto consente: terza, 
perché non 6é statto inteso dal 5mp: quarto, per non vi era jt", 
e ancora ce fusse statto, erano tuttj fra di loro parenti e gente 
interesati: et altri rascioni ch’a me non se ricordano. E lui io gli 
replicai che di grazia non mi metese in pregiodizio alcuno, e lui 
me dise che me ne stesse a lui, e cos} feci, e non volsi fare denuzi. 
A capo a tre giorni, fureno presentattj tuttj le denuzi de tutti 
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homeni e donni e putti in mano di d.° M. Prospero Semilini, e lui 
Vapresentd in, mano de l’arbitri che noi facemo il compromesso, 
come anco gli fureno consegniati tutti le polisi di monte che lasai 
in mano del sig. Capitano de Giustizia. Quali me revenero tutti 
ne le mani da due in poj che diceva, una, sciugatori e altro, 
e laltra, colanini da bracia: e q. due sentenzioreno ch’ io provase 
che d.¢ robij me fussero stattj dattj a conto di dotte fra dieci 
giorni. E io feci chiamare M. Angniolo Semilini e M. Rubino 
Frosolona, che loro fureno stimatori did.° mobile: quale M. Rubino 
dise che non si recordava de cosa alcuna, e non. se volse venire a 
esaminare, perché lui era zio di d.° Salvadore, e non volse fare 
contra al nepotte. M.“* Fiore del gia Laudadio Galetti me se hoferij 
esaminare in mio favore in q."° particolare, perché lei se rittrovo 
quando fu stimato il mio mobile, e in buona cuscienza il poteva 
reconosciere, per esere d.° Salamone Milano abitava li in casa sua 
in quel tempo: e me dise ch’ io la facese citare, che lei si sarebe 
esaminata per la verita; e q.° anco se proferiva perché detto 
Salvadore gli aveva detto che se andase a vetare la scarzella, e glie 
la tocd: oltre di q.'° gli die un schiafo. E per q.° odio se proferij. 
Quale la feci citare si a lei come anco a M. Angniolo Semilini: 
e dopo ch’ io le fecci citare, se pentireno ambe due de esersi pro- 
ferti di farme il servizio, ancor che fecero cosa lecita e giusta. 
Quale dopo m." preghi se esaminoreno, e indusciono tanto che 
paso il tempo determinatomi da l’arbetrj: e per amore loro 
Vofiziali me diedereno la sentenzia contra, dicendomi ch’ avevo 
tracorso il tempo che diceva il lodo, e tuttj due le pegni importoro 
piu de scudi hottantta. E q.*° ho messo a memorij dicendo che 
non se trovano in q.*° mondo se non homeni finti et traditorj: 
e ho messo ancora a memoria che nel med.™° anno che fu buttatto 
d.° ann, morse la moglie de d.° M. Prospero Semilini, M. Amadio 
Betarbo, giovane di trentacinque anni, M. Arone Emiglio, giovane 
de diciotto anni, e era jnn con la figliola di d.° Bonaventura 
Gallichi, la madre di d.° Salvadore morse otto giorni dopo il parto 
che fece un figliolo maschio, a me mi morse un figliolo maschio 
di dieci mesi, morse la moglie di d.° Bonaventura che lesse il o4n, 
se sconcio a un figliolo maschio la moglie de Rubino Frosolona, 
€ anco se sconcid a un figliolo maschio la moglie di Chlemente 
Pesaro, e morse Abramo Pesaro che in quel tempo era na, e la 
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sera che esci la matina s’ amald, e morse fra dicciotto giorni: quale 
pregard Dio che me abij lasati bona vitta a me a tutto 5ynw", che 
ce scampi di mano de traditorij jrs3 ‘7° 7D pox. 


‘TRANSLATION 


I record how, in the year 1625, the Grand Duke came to 
Sienna, and Messer Abraham Pesaro and Messer Buonaventura 
Gallichi were appointed to collect the levy.12 From me, they 
demanded a pair of sheets, a bed-canopy, a blanket, and a pillow 
—twice as much as they imposed upon any one else. I gave them 
everything they asked, but the said Abraham thrice threw what 
I gave into the middle of the street with great contumely and 
derision, telling me that it was not enough, and that they desired 
better stuff. The said articles were however worth more than 
ten scudi. At the same time, in order to increase my dishonour 
and harm, they sent the constables and ordered them to distrain 
upon me, and not to accept the aforementioned goods. In this 
matter I received more consideration from the Court than from 
them, for they accepted the same articles and did not distrain 
upon me, though they fined me one Jira. The aforementioned 
Abraham boasted many times of this contumely. I have put it all 
on record, in order to remember both pleasure and displeasure. 


I record how, in the year 1625, I purchased from Messer 
Solomon Pelagrilli four books entitled Rabbenu Moshe,'3 for 
seven scudi. After I left Sienna by reason of the affairs which 
I had elsewhere (?), the aforementioned Solomon misled my 
brother, telling him that he had given me the said books in pledge 
for three scudi, and took them from him. He repaid him one 
testone at a time, and on one occasion, when he paid a whole 
scudo, he had my brother buy him a brace of pigeons. On my 
return, I wanted to give him back his money, but he raised 
objections, and would not let me. Moreover, after my return 
(which was in the year 1629) he invited my brother several times 
to the hostelry,!4 and lent him a testone on the security of a 
Pentateuch with the Targum. I wanted to redeem it, but he 


/ 
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sold it outright for a small price. I have written it all down for 
remembrance. « 


I record how, in the year 1631, I was asked by Donna 
Violante Galletti to do her the service of disposing of some burnt 
and broken gold ornaments, and she wished to leave the money 
received in my hands. I did not fail to do all she asked me, and 
sold the said articles for her. At about the same time, I had the 
opportunity of buying some furniture, worth about eighty scudz, 
belonging to a certain Messer Lorenzo in Florence, who kept 
a lodging-house for Germans. I went to the aforementioned 
Donna Violante to discuss the affair with her, and told her that 
if she would contribute all this money to purchase the said 
property, I would admit her to half the profits, whatever they 
might be. She accepted the proposition, and gave me thirty scudi 
in cash and a necklace with other jewellery amounting to about 
four ounces of gold in all for me to pledge. This I did with 
Nicolino the goldsmith for twenty-five scudi. Afterwards, 
I went to bargain about the above-mentioned furniture, but we 
did not come to an agreement. I therefore returned home, and 
immediately handed over to the said Donna Violante the thirty 
scudi in cash which she had given me, telling her (as was true) 
that the purchase had not gone through. As for the gold orna- 
ments which she had given me, which I had pledged for twenty- 
five scudi, I told her that if she would leave the money in my 
hands, I would pay her a certain consideration every year. 
To this, she agreed. At the end of the year she asked for ten 
scudi profit, and for the return of her property. I told her that 
she ought not ask ten scudi profit on twenty-five, because that 
would be at the rate of forty per cent, but I would give her full 
satisfaction. As for her property, I begged her not to withdraw 
it from my hands, because it was not convenient for me to ‘repay 
at the moment, for I had just paid a guarantee of fifteen scudi 
which I had made for her husband to Messer Antonio Lorenzoni. 
She replied that she would not wait, nor even shew me any con- 
sideration on account of the aforementioned guarantee which 
I had paid for her husband, which was done on account of the 
dowry. So she obtained a warrant of arrest against me for 
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a hundred scudi, with the alternative of restoring the above- 
mentioned property. Eight days therefore before Purim in the 
year 5391 (11 March 1631) she had my house broken into by 
three bailiffs. At two o’clock at night, they broke my door down, 
with commission to distrain upon my property to the value of 
one hundred scudi. Thereupon Messer Laudadio Rieti!5 and Messer 
Abraham Meniati interposed to accommodate our differences, and 
they ordered me to pay the expenses of the officers, which came 
to sixteen lire. Of the fifteen scudi, they condemned her to pay 
six scudt, in accordance with the agreement. Before obtaining the 
writ, she obtained a warrant against me on account of a claim 
for a hundred scudi, and forced me to clear out my shop, and 
Messer Francesco the baker, of San Martino, gave a guarantee 
for me. I have put it all on record, how for the favours done 
her I received this recompense. 


I record how, in the year 1631, I brought a case against 
Messer Solomon Milano, my father-in-law. In order to secure 
my credit, on this occasion I obtained a warrant against him 
before bringing the case, and, when I had it executed, he asked 
Messer Isaac Meniati to act as surety. Before he gave his bond, 
I begged the aforesaid Messer Isaac not to do so, since if the 
decision were in my favour, I should have to act against him, and 
(as nobody likes to pay on behalf of another) we would thereby 
come into enmity instead of being friends. He answered me: 
“God grant that the decision be in your favour, for you will 
assuredly be paid. Have no fear that here will be any misunder- 
standing between us.” He added that he could not do other- 
wise than promise. Thereupon I went to find Abraham, son of 
the said Messer Isaac, and spoke to him as I had done to his 
father, and he gave me the same reply as his father had done. 
After interceding with both for a long time, I tried to get the 
father’s bond refused by the authorities, but finally was unable 
to escape accepting it. Whereupon I brought my suit, and 
obtained the decision in my favour for a hundred piastri. Salvador 
Gallichi, who acted on behalf of the above-mentioned Solomon, 
lodged an appeal and I appealed as well. When the said Abraham 
Meniati heard that I had obtained the decision in my favour, 
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and that the said Salvadore had appealed, he came to see me and 
asked me to free his father from his bond, as otherwise he would 
work against me in this case, and in every other matter also. 
I replied to him, that if a person desires not to pay for others, 
he should think before giving his bond; all the more since I had 
warned him before he pledged himself. Moreover, though 
I should have liked to oblige his father, I could not exempt him 
from his bond, since the said Solomon Milano had gone to Rome, 
so that hence I would not receive any payment at all. In order 
to prove that I wished to oblige him, I would have given him 
a year’s grace, or more if it was needed, until he had time to 
proceed against the aforesaid Milano, so that he would not be 
the loser. He replied, that he desired no accommodation from me, 
only that I should liberate him from his bond: otherwise, he 
would help himself as best he could. 


I record how, when I was in Lombardy, Abraham Meniati 
enticed my brother to sell him property from my shop and from 
my house, and he sold him wares to the value of upwards of two 
hundred scudi. He enticed him moreover to game in his house, 
besides making him buy stock from merchants, so that he caused 
him forthwith to squander and gamble this money away. 
Moreover, he lent him money on pledge at usury, and then he 
would purchase the self-same pledge for a half of its value. When 
I returned to Sienna, I asked him for the goods which my brother 
had given him in pledge, and in particular for the masquerade 
wear which he had taken. He gave me, for twenty-eight scudi, 
wares which were not worth fifteen, but, because they were 
old family possessions, I had to redeem them, though it cost 
twice what they were worth. From public report, and from 
information obtained from a variety of persons, I learned that he 
gained out of my brother two hundred scudi. I have placed it all 
on record. 

And in the year 1630, there came here to Sienna a teacher 
named Rabbi Elijah of Vignola, whom I had known at Modena, 
as well as at the said place. In order to favour him, I obliged 
myself to learn to read while he was here, for which I would 
have paid him fifteen lire the year as long as he gave me or my 
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brother one lesson a day. For my part, I took him to the 
hostelry when he first came and paid for him several times, in 
order to please him. Besides this, he was put forward by my 
father-in-law, and my brother-in-law Toscano, and myself, so 
that through our diligence he was engaged by the community 
for two years. At this period, he became very friendly with the 
aforementioned Abraham Meniati, and stopped giving me lessons, 
not having the slightest regard for my friendship, and losing all 
interest in my affairs. When he left, I still owed him nine Jive, 
which I did not wish to pay him for many reasons, as specified 
above. The said Abraham, having property of mine in his hands, 
came up to me one day in the Piazza and told me to pay the 
said Rabbi; otherwise, I would do it in spite of myself. His 
meaning was, that he would pay himself, having wares of mine 
in his possession. So, by his tricks, I had to borrow four lire from 
him, still owing the other five, which sum he procured from 
Abraham when he went away. The latter encouraged the said 
Rabbi to have the money collected by a pupil of his, a German, 
which the said Rabbi did, asking him as a favour to use all 
diligence in collecting the said money from me. The said 
German, obeying, summoned me several times, threatening to 
have me beaten if I did not bring him the said money, and 
the said Abraham went every day to remind the said German. 
Finally, the German gave up and I did not give him a farthing. 
I have put this on record, judging that he was the more inclined 
to favour a stranger whom he had not seen nor known pre- 
viously, in order to do me offence and harm. 


I record how, when I arrived at Modena in the year 1625, 
the Jews Solomon and Raphael Nepi were there. When the fair 
of Sassuolo came on, I went there and bought some dressed skins 
for sixty-seven lire; these I brought to Modena, and gave to the 
said Solomon to keep for me. Now, he had obliged me with 
a little money until some arrived from home, lending me fifty 
lire. When I asked them for the skins given them to mind, to 
send to Sienna, they told me that they had sold them for the 
fifty lire they had lent me, so that I lost seventeen lire, and the 
property was sold without my permission. A few days after- 
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wards, Raphael went with others to Sassuolo to stay with other 
persons. About the Day of Atonement of the same year, I had 
occasion to leave the lodging where I was and to go to the house 
of another Jew, because of many annoyances received. When we 
made up the accounts, I owed my landlord twenty-two lire. Now 
the said Solomon was no longer staying with the Ussigli,!6 and he 
shared my room; so he offered to oblige me with twelve lire which 
he had, and to go to Raphael at Sassuolo to lend me a zecchin to 
complete the twenty-two lire. We did so, and, going to find 
Raphael, told him what had happened; and I asked him to do 
me the favour of obliging me with a zecchin. Since he could not 
refuse, having gained at that time ten thalers without counting 
the salary which was due from his employer, he told me that he 
could not make me the loan, as he wanted to go home after the 
holidays, and he wanted to have a suit of clothes and a collar 
made with the said moneys. So, in order to preserve my repu- 
tation and to satisfy my landlord, I persuaded his brother to take 
off a jerkin of figured broadcloth and a pair of hose of coarse silk 
and I gave him a length of collar-material of fine leather, to 
persuade him to lend me the said zecchin. The said skins were 
worth five lire. I was much annoyed by this action, and therefore 
have placed it on record. 

Some days after, it happened that one of the Ussigli named 
Lemacino gave us to sell several pieces of gold which he had 
taken at his shop, and I gained at various times about thirty scudz. 
Since the said Solomon had lent me money, I divided the profits 
with him; then, being in need of funds, I made use of his half, 
which was about fifteen scwdi. Afterwards, occasion arising for 
them to go to Sienna, they asked me for a note of hand for the 
said moneys, which I did not fail to give them. Immediately 
after, they went to Sienna and told everybody about the said 
note, saying that they had lent me the money in cash in 
Lombardy. Through the said note, my mother and my brother 
did them divers favours, lodging them in my own bed, because 
they were destitute and had nowhere to sleep. Afterwards, my 
mother let them the house for the same price which she paid the 
Christian owner and the rent was reckoned against my note of 
hand. When accordingly I came to Sienna in 1629 without any 
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ill-feeling, they sent me by the advice of Abraham Meniati 
a demand for eighty-four lire. At such malice, I sent them 
a demand to clear out of the house. Whereupon, they not 
knowing what to do in order not to clear out of the house, we 
made peace. When matters were quiet, they changed their mind 
and within a few days they wished to summon me before the 
merchants for the said note of hand for the moneys which I owed 
them. Moreover, they worked upon the brothers Pesaro, to wit, 
Abraham and Clement; and this notwithstanding that they lived 
in my house, and that I paid their rent. At the same time, it 
happened that I owed Donna Fiore Galletti twenty-one /ire for 
a piece of muslin and Raphael Nepi went surety for me. At this 
time, the said Raphael went to Grosetto, and I gave him some 
wares out of my shop to sell at fixed prices. When he returned 
from Grosetto, I asked him for the money for the wares which 
he had sold. He told me that he would give me nothing if I did 
not first pay Donna Fiore, or else free him from his surety. 
I replied that it was not right for him to do such an affront to 
me and to avenge himself on me, seeing that he had not yet received 
either harm or insult from me and that, even though he were to 
have to pay, he was lodging in my house and could anyhow 
have deducted what he paid from the rent. Despite all of these 
arguments, he would not give me anything, unless I first paid the 
said Fiore. Whereat it appeared to me that this action was a great 
affront to me, more than any other; and for this reason I have 
placed it on record. 


I record how on the 25th March 1632, I was imprisoned for 
debt by Messer Abraham Pesaro and his brother, with great 
indignity and affront and they gave the bailiffs orders to take as 
guarantors Messer Isaac Gallico, or Messer Reuben Frosolone,!7 
otherwise to clear out my house. He had me distrained on for 
twenty scudi left over from thirty scudi which I owed him; which 
moneys were for a note of hand of mine for twelve scudi which 
he had, which twelve scudi were for thirty lire which they had to 
receive from the illustrious Michael Maroni in Florence, and 
twenty-six lire which they had lent to my mother when I was 
not in the city, and twenty-eight /ire lent to me when I returned, 
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making twelve scudi in all; and they had to receive twelve scudi 
for a note of hand which Solomon and Raphael Nepi had given 
them, as recorded in this present book above (for which they 
gave them a certain length of white camelot at one Jira the yard, 
and they sold it at twelve soldi the yard), and three scudi for 
a warrant served upon me for a cloak of black silk which he had 
given me to sell, and I returned it, and he served a warrant on 
me because I could not prove when I had returned it, and three 
scudi for a piece of muslin which he gave to Messer Framinio 
Galletti, my uncle, and I went surety for him. There were 
therefore thirty scudi in all, and he still had to receive twenty. 
He sent me the demand three days before the New Year. On 
the eve of Purim, he found me outside the gateway of the house 
of Messer Prospero, in the company of Messer Reuben Frosolone 
and Messer Moses Salario, and told me that he wished to act 
towards me like Pope Sixtus, who, when he wished to expel the 
Jews from his state, sent them the news on the eve of Purim.18 
Thus he wished to act towards me, so that I should not pass 
Purim in peace. Because of public opinion, he did not carry out 
this evil intention which he threatened me. But, eight days before 
Passover, as I said before, he found me in the house of Messer 
Abraham Meniati, and threatened to have me put in prison 
for eight days on account of these debts, and to see to it that 
I should thus be there for four days of Passover: and he made 
other threats against me. The next day, he had me arrested in 
my own house for the greater indignity, because I would not 
give him an undertaking to pay in six months. I have put it all 
on record, because I receive from the said person injury and 
affront in divers respects. Firstly, he should not have sent me 
the demand eight days before the New Year. Secondly, he 
should not have come to an arrangement with Abraham Meniati, 
telling him to send me a demand for the payment of another 
note of hand which the said Abraham had against me for twenty 
scudi, so that they two sent me the demand together. Thirdly, 
he should not have disturbed me on the eve of Purim as he did. 
Fourthly, he should not have served a warrant against me under 
any circumstances, since they (to wit, the said Abraham) had in 
his hands deer-skins from Bolzano of mine to the value of one 
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hundred scudi, and Hebrew !9 books to the value of twenty scudi, 
which were not reckoned in the accounts. Fifthly, he should not 
have served the warrant on me eight days before Passover. And 
all these affronts he did me because I had worked for the con- 
fraternity for the Release of Prisoners;20 whereat they were 
indignant, and did me these affronts. I have put it all on 
record. 


I record how, in the month of July, 1632, I purchased from _ 
Chichio the ragman several pieces of second-hand black damask, 
in the presence of Moses Galletti and Prospero Arcidosso, who 
at that period were working for Abraham Pelagrilli in the shop 
beneath my house, which I let to him. The said Moses and Pros- 
pero said that they wanted a share, since I had made the purchase 
in the doorway. So as not to quarrel, I replied that if they gave 
me the money which it cost, I would let them have it. They 
agreed, and told me to wait for the said Abraham Pelagrilli, who 
would either give me the money, or else let me keep it for myself. 
I was willing, and waited until the said Abraham came. When 
he arrived and I asked him whether he wanted the said damask, 
he replied that he wanted to see it first. Although there was no 
need for me to shew him it until he gave me the money it cost, 
I let him see it in order to content him. He said that he did not 
want it, and left it to me. Some days after, I cut the said damask 
at the bench in my shop. The said Abraham, who was present, 
robbed me of a piece, and had it cut into a number of caps by 
a Jew from Rome named Messer Lazaro de Importanza, and had 
them made up by him. On the day of the Madonna of the 
Tower,2 on the........ 1632, he shewed me one of these caps, 
already made of this same damask. I immediately recognised my 
stuff, and asked him where he had got the said damask. He re- 
fused, and would not tell me; whereat I replied that I certainly 
would not give it back to him until he told me from whom he 
had received it, since at the same time there had been stolen from 
me a tafetta riband worked with silver, a bonnet, and other 
articles. He then told me that he had bought it from Prospero 
Arcidosso. I thereupon informed him that I wished to show it 
to the said Prospero, and know from him whether he had sold it 
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to him, and that then I would give him back the cap. So, finding 
the said Prospero, I asked him whether it was true that he had 
sold the said damask to the said Abraham. He immediately re- 
plied to the same Abraham and said: “Abraham here came to 
find me, and told me to tell you that I had sold it to him, and 
I answered him that I would not say such a thing, because it was 
not true, for Ihave not sold him anything. But I was present 
when you were cutting up this damask on your counter, and 
Isaw a piece fall down, and he ran to pick it up, and had three 
caps made out of it.” When I heard this, I said to the said 
Abraham: “I will not give you the cap back because it is my 
property, and it is not true that you bought it from Prospero, as 
you said.” He tried to force it out of my hand, and we came to 
blows, and we were divided, and I kept the cap. While matters 
were at this stage, the said Abraham Pelagrilli with his father and 
his brother Joseph accosted me in the evening, at the time of the 
afternoon service, and laid hands on me, saying: “ Give me back 
my cap, or else I will get it out of you in blood!” To which 
I replied: “If it were your cap, I would have given it back, but, 
because it is my stuff, I will never do so.” Seeing all three of 
them on me, I backed into the shop of Messer Samuel Nissim, 
and took from the man a pair of scissors and struck the said 
Abraham in the breast with them, saying: “ Keep back, and do 
not come all three of you on to me!” Feeling the scissors 
at his breast, he cried out: “I am a dead man,” and threw 
himself to the ground, but it had not done him any harm 
at all. Fearing that I had wounded him, I turned back towards 
San Martino. They caught me up six yards from San Martino, 
and Abraham and his father held me, and Joseph his brother 
struck me behind with a knife, and wounded me to death. 
I stayed in bed for twenty-three days, with a physician and 
two surgeons. Prospero Arcidosso and Moses Galletti gave 
evidence unfavourable to me, saying that it was neither Solo- 
mon nor Abraham his father, but Moses his brother. They 
said this because Moses was under age, and could not be 
punished. But it was in no wise true that it was Moses, 
and they testified falsely; and that wound cost me upwards 
of twenty scudi. 
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I record how, on the 29th of Heshvan, 5394, which was the 
first day of November 1633, being All Saints’ Day,?! my son 
Sabbatai passed from this to a better life. When the time came 
to bury him, Messer Angelo Semilini came to ask whether I had 
bought boards and linen to bury my son. I told him that I had 
not, but that I had sent my uncle Ephraim and my brother to 
provide that which was necessary. The hour being late, gid it 
being All Saints’ Day, as I said above, they found nobody open. 
When therefore Messer Angelo returned, I told him that since it 
was a holiday, they had not been able to find anything, and that 
they should tell the Treasurers of the Burial Society (who were 
Messer Samuel Blanis and Messer Raphael Gallichi) that they 
should provide for me, as they were obliged to do on such oc- 
casion. Messer Angelo replied in their name that they would 
provide me with everything, but that I should give them either 
a surety or else money. I answered that I would give them neither 
surety nor money; nor had I intended that the Confraternity. 
should make me a loan, but I desired that the officials of the 
Confraternity should find me the articles as they were obliged, 
and I would have found the money, wherein they would not be 
in any way troubled. So I had to send my brother to ask a 
merchant to open his shop and to give me what was necessary. 
Ihave put it all on record, because it is customary that if a person 
die, whether he be rich or poor, and the relatives have not the 
money ready at that time, they should be provided for by 
the Confraternity: and so has always been customary, as appears 
in the account books of the Community. But to me they 
seek to do affront, however, they did not succeed, as I have 
related. 


I record how, on the ninth day of April 1634, I was im- 
prisoned for a debt of eighteen scudi on account of a guarantee 
which I made on behalf of my brother: in which Messer Agostino 
Franci had entered as substitute, and I was imprisoned at his in- 
stance. Wherefore, it being eight days before Passover, and I not 
having as yet purchased the grain for the Unleavened Bread, nor 
made other provision, and being unprovided with money or 
aught else, I recommended myself to God, and then to Solomon 
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and Raphael Nepi, begging them to have the goodness to go 
surety for me formally for six months. Not daring to refuse, they 
told me that they wanted a security of equal value, for which 
they asked the Hazakah?2 of the lower part of the house in which 
I live. In order to make sure that they should have the said 
Hazakah for eighteen scudi (whereas I would not have sold it for 
fifty) they bound me in the deed in such wise that, though I had 
six months, the said Hazakah should be theirs, if I did not pay 
within four, even though they should not have paid anything of 
their own. Being in prison at the said season, I had to consent to 
my great disadvantage, and so I bound myself to them. They 
went to give their surety, but they were both refused by the 
magistrate unless they gave a guarantor. Whereupon they went 
to ask Messer Francesco, the baker, of San Martino, to come as 
reference. He replied that he was willing, and put on his cloak 
in order to come. Now there happened to be there taking his 
unleavened bread out of the oven, Messer Reuben Frosolone who 
was at that time one of the wardens of the community. Instead 
of saying a word to encourage the said gentile to do me the 
service, he said, in order to prevent his coming: “ If you go away, 
I will go away too.” When the Christian heard this, he im- 
mediately laid down his cloak, and would not come. After the 
said Solomon and Raphael had left the said gentile, the said 
Messer Reuben told him not to promise, since it could not but 
be to his disadvantage. On the next day, when the said Solomon 
and Raphael returned to the said baker, asking him to do this 
service, he replied that he was no longer willing to promise, and 
that they should find another guarantor. Thus, through the 
words of Messer Reuben, I had to stay in prison for six days 
more, since I could not find another guarantor. After six days, 
since I wished to be released, I sent the said baker four shop- 
jackets in order that he should act as guarantor, and after 
a great deal of trouble, he did me the service. I have put 
on record the treachery of Messer Reuben, and I should profit 
by the example of the said Nepi who would not give their 
bond without a surety, and bound me in the manner as I 


have written, besides which I had to give four jackets to the 
baker. 
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I record how, in the year 1633, Donna Stella, widow of 
Solomon Toscano, intended to marry Salvador, son of Isaac 
Gallichi. This match was treated by Donna Angela, wife of 
Moses Rieti. In the same year died my wife Anna, sister of the 
said Stella who died in child-bed, after bearing a male child. 
The said Donna Stella was godmother, and her father (my 
father-in-law) was godfather. I gave the child to nurse to my 
aunt Dianora, who lives over against the said Donna Stella. 
By reason of this, she took care of my son, and kept him in her 
house all day, for the great affection which she bore for me and 
for my son, her nephew, wherefore she declared many times 
that before she married, she would leave a hundred scudi out of 
her dowry on interest for my son. Besides this, I went freely 
into her house and into her chamber with all familiarity and 
liberty: she shewing me great affection and friendliness. One 
day, I was called by Messer Angelo Semilini, and he took me 
outside the Ghetto, and said to me: “ You know, that your 
sister-in-law is in treaty to be married to Salvador Gallicho. 
I therefore advise you, if she has anything of yours in her hands, 
to have it restored, because, if she comes to an understanding 
with Salvador, you will have great trouble to get it out of his 
hands.” I replied, as was true, that she had all my wife’s 
furniture, with the brass and copper ware of my house. I, on 
the other hand, had some of her household goods which she had 
given me to mind when she was left a widow, for fear that her 
husband’s brothers would come to make an inventory of his 
property and would take it away from her; wherefore she gave 
it to me to mind: which property was worth about twenty scudi. 
Moreover, I had certain pawn tickets for apparel and coats of | 
hers, which she had lent me to use, and the said tickets were left 
in my hand in order that I should redeem them. All this 
I communicated to the said Messer Angelo, telling him that if 
she returned my property, I would return hers. But, if I thought 
that the match with Salvador would really come about, as he 
said, I would do anything to impede it, and though I did not 
desire to do her any annoyance, after receiving my property 
I desired to send hers to the dead man’s brothers, to prevent it 
from coming into the hands of the said Salvador. Whereat 
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Messer Angelo was very content that I should act thus and 
disturb the said match, because he hated and wished no good to 
the said Salvador, although he still spoke to him, and treated him 
like a friend. Now the reason for the hatred which the said 
Messer Angelo bore for the said Salvador was as follows. In the 
year 1632 the said Messer Angelo had gone to Acquabona with 
all his household, and left no one at home. Whereat the said 
Salvador enticed Angelo, son of Donato Semilini, to enter his 
uncle’s house by some means, while he was away, and rob him 
of a certain sum of money. The said Angelo did this, and broke 
open a chest belonging to his said uncle, and, finding there a bag 
containing a thousand piastri, took thereof one hundred. When 
the said Salvador learned this, he threatened to play the spy, and 
the said Angelo, in order that he should not play the spy, gave 
him twenty piastri to keep the secret. With the said moneys, he 
went with the wenches: whence it happened that one Saturday 
night at eleven o’clock he was caught in a wench’s house with 
the money in a purse.22 Whereat he was given the strappado, and 
the wench as well, but they both remained firm and were released 
without being condemned, by reason of the great bribe which 
his father gave. The theft of the said Angelo Semilini was 
discovered on a certain occasion when the said Angelo was in 
conversation with a certain Abraham Cohen, husband of Fiore, 
a Levantine, and they were in dispute about the division of the 
money; and on that occasion the affair was made known. It was 
for this reason that the said Messer Angelo hated the said 
Salvador. And so the said Messer Angelo acted as go-between, 
carrying messages between the said Donna Stella and myself, and 
always shewed himself to be on my side. He informed me that 
the said Stella desired to give me seventy scudi in order to settle 
our accounts, and she commissioned Abraham Meniati to inform 
me thereof in the presence of the said Messer Angelo. Whereupon 
the said Abraham gave me the said message, and then he informed 
me that Salvador would not have it, nor yet do anything else, and 
he summoned me before the Captain of Justice. I appeared with 
my attorney, who was Doctor Marzocchi, and the Captain of 
Justice made a serious charge against me, telling me that he had 
been informed about my affairs, how I was only occupied with 
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stolen goods and villainies, and if I did not give up all that the 
said woman asked, he threatened that he vould have me flogged, 
and send me to the galleys. I answered, that he was ill informed 
about my affairs, and that they were persons who wished me ill, 
and that the said woman had all of my worldly property, which 
I had given her to keep (she being my sister-in-law) in order that 
my brother should not squander it. Whereat the said Captain, 
abusing me more than ever, told me not to dare to answer him 
on that point lest he should clap me into a dungeon, and that 
I should give up all of the property of the said woman, par- 
ticularly the pawn tickets. I answered him a second time: “ Master 
Captain, if you will not have me tell you my reasons, I cannot 
justify my innocence. As for the pawn tickets which she says she 
gave me, see, here is this box of pawn tickets she gave me which 
Thad given her to keep no more than a fortnight ago, as I gave 
her other things.” Whereat the Captain took it from my hand, 
and said: “ Since you confess that you received them from her, 
you must prove that you gave them to her, and that they are 
yours, and if you do not, I will punish you, as I said.” Then the 
said tickets were read before the said Stella, and she said that all 
were hers. The Captain then gave mea fortnight to prove that 
the said tickets were mine, and we were thus dismissed. Turning 
to my attorney, I told him that he should advise me what to do 
in this matter, and how I should defend myself; for it would be 
difficult to prove sixteen or eighteen tickets to be mine, since the 
greater number of the articles specified were old household 
articles. He replied that it was difficult for him to defend me, 
since I could not prove my case, and since the Captain was 
against me, and he advised me to submit it to some one. I replied, 
that all the Jews wished one another ill, and no one would desire 
to interfere. He answered that he would endeavour to settle it 
himself with the attorney of the other side, so as to prevent my 
bearing the resentment of the Captain. His advice pleased me, 
and I told him that I would leave it all and in every respect to 
him. Similarly, the said Stella consented to leave it all to her 
attorney. Whereupon, an accommodation was made before the 
officials of the Mercanzia. While they were about to come to 
a decision, the said Donna Stella obtained 2 ban of excommunica- 
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tion from Rome. When this was known, there were many who 
would not have desired it to be proclaimed, but who, seeing my 
disaster within their reach, procured that it should be, amongst 
these being Clement and Abraham Pesaro. At this time the said 
Clement was Warden; so, to demonstrate underhand that they 
did not wish the said ban to be proclaimed, they summoned me 
to attend a meeting of the Council before Messer Prospero 
Semilini, Messer Isaac del Borgo, Messer Clement Pesaro, Messer 
Reuben Frosolone, Messer Samuel Nissim, Messer Isaac Gallichi, 
Messer Solomon Milano, father of the said Stella, and others of 
the community; and they said to me: “ You know full well that 
Donna Stella, having no proof to shew in support of her claim 
against you, has procured a ban of excommunication from Rome, 
so that any one who has any information should be forced to 
reveal it. We are sure that all will tell that which they know, and 
you as well, in order not to fall into so grave a sin. Nevertheless, 
we have thought fit to call you here before these gentlemen in 
order to inform you of the great danger involved if your conduct 
should be such that the said ban be proclaimed. For in this blessed 
community such a thing has never happened before, and moreover 
(God forbid!) the whole congregation may suffer, and, as the 
saying goes, the just man suffers with the sinful.” Whereat they 
made me a sermon with these and other better chosen words, and 
each one gave his opinion, to which I listened attentively. Then 
when all had finished, I replied: “I thank you all, who have had 
the goodness to summon me to this holy place on this account. 
In reply, I tell you that I do not desire aught of the property of 
any other person. It is true that I have in my possession some 
wares belonging to Donna Stella, but she has more of mine in 
her hands. In any case, I desire to give full satisfaction to 
the whole community as well as to Donna Stella, so that it 
should not be said that through my love any disorder arose 
in the community. Moreover, though I have every right on my 
side, one who wishes to remain a good Jew must obey Jewish law. 
Therefore, Iam ready to submit the whole dispute to two 
persons, one chosen by each of us, or else to a Bet-Din appointed 
by the Community, with regard to what she claims from me as 
well as what I claim from her. In this, I do not think that any 
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body can oppose me.” Whereat those who wished me ill and 
desired that the said ban should be proclaimed remained stupefied 
at my reply, and all replied with one accord: “Bless you! you 
speak most well!” Then they turned to Messer Solomon Milano 
and said: “ You can tell your daughter that Joseph here desires 
to abide by the Jewish law.” He replied: “ And I accept in the 
name of my daughter.” Thus we all parted, and the said So- 
lomon went to tell his daughter how matters had been left in the 
Council. She consented to what her father had done, and gave 
her word to that effect in the presence of Messer Prospero, 
Messer Isaac del Borgo, and Messer Clement, one of the Wardens. 
But when Salvador knew of it, he sent to tell the said Stella that, 
now the ban was arrived, she should no longer abide by the 
Jewish law; for, in order to avoid falling into excommunication, 
I would have to give up everything I had of hers, not she what 
she had of mine. She sent therefore to tell the Council that she 
did not want to proceed further. Whereupon the Council waited 
upon the said Solomon Milano and his daughter, and rebuked 
them, saying that whosoever wants to remain a good Jew must 
abide by Jewish law in any matter whatsoever, and all the more 
so since her father had given his word to that effect before the 
whole congregation. She made answer, that in this she had no- 
thing to do with her father, being a widow, and able to manage 
her affairs by herself, and that she did not wish to proceed 
further in the matter. They replied that, if she insisted on having 
the ban published, it was reciprocal, applying to what I had to 
give her as well as to what she had to give me. She answered, 
that none the less she did not wish to abide by Jewish law, since 
the ban was in her favour. On this, all the congregation left her 
in great indignation for having failed to do that which she had 
promised a whole congregation, and they were displeased also 
that the said ban should be proclaimed, because such a thing had 
never happened before. For these reasons they commenced to 
hate her and were against her in this matter. And so it happened 
three days after during the morning service, Solomon Milano and 
Salvador Gallichi came with all the constabulary and with an 
order from the Governor that no one should prevent the said 
ban from being proclaimed. Before they arrived, they were 
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sighted by Abraham Pesaro, who came to the synagogue to tell 
the congregation to leave, in order not to hear the recital of the 
said ban. And so the reading of the prayers was interrupted (the 
Amidah being then in the course of repetition), and the whole 
congregation tried to leave the synagogue. When they were half 
way down the stairs, they were met by the constables, who made 
them turn back by force of blows with the flat of the sword, and 
locked the gate from outside. Clement Pesaro tried his hardest 
to get out, and received many blows from the constables with 
the flats of their swords and the pommels of their daggers. 
Similarly, Solomon received many blows from them. At the 
same time the Bargello#4 came up, and laid about many more 
with his naked sword, while others prevented people from going 
out by the windows. At this point, Bonaventura Gallichi, who 
was officiating as Hazan that morning, took the ban of ex- 
communication in his hand and set about reading it from the 
window of the synagogue, because everybody had gone out. As 
he stood reading it, his nephew Salvador held the black candle in 
his hand, and it all dripped down on the head of Bonaventura 
while he was reading. Inside, there were remaining only Solomon 
Milano and the said Salvador and the said Bonaventura and 
Abraham da Bologna, and a certain Abraham the hermit, and 
Sforzo Nissim, and three or four more whose names I have for- 
gotten. These were banging on the benches, while the others 
were outside the synagogue, and all the women were on their 
knees crying: “ May it recoil on the head of him who is reading 
it and the person who has procured it! ” Meanwhile the boys 
were throwing cabbage-stalks and stones at the said Bonaventura 
as he stood reading at the window. Thus on that day there was 
caused great outcry and uproar. Immediately the said Milano 
and Salvador and Bonaventura went out of the synagogue, every- 
one cried after them: “On your own head,” adding all manner 
of opprobrious insults. And everyone with one voice said of the 
aforementioned Stella: “It is through that shameless hussy that 
this disturbance has come about.” Through the great insults 
which were addressed to her by all the congregation, she did not 
dare to show herself either at her doors or windows: and to re- 
medy this, she had to procure five or six precepts from the 
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Captain of Justice that no one should molest her, one of which 
was sent to me. Thus the people were quieted down. After this, 
the congregation would not speak for some time to Solomon 
Milano nor to Salvador Gallichi nor to Bonaventura Gallichi, who 
had read the ban. Only Prospero Semilini continued to speak to 
them, because Isaac Gallichi was his relative, besides having 
exerted himself to bring him to Sienna when he failed, and send- 
ing his sons to him to study. For this reason, he exerted himself 
considerably in this matter, and it was to him that they had de- 
livered the denunciations made as a result of the said ban. He 
excused himself by saying that he did not like to meddle in such 
an affair, but because he was ordered to by the Rabbi, he could 
not do less than carry out whatsoever he was commanded. 
Under this pretext, he imposed upon everybody as a point of 
_ conscience to report to him in minute detail everything that they 

knew about the matter, in order not to fall into misdoing. He 
told the people however that they should write details only of 
those, whether myself or any other, whom they knew to have in 
their possession property belonging to the said Stella; but if they 
knew that the said Stella had some of my property, or any body 
else’s, they should not write about that, as he would not accept 
their information. Knowing that the said Prospero was acting 
partially in this matter, for the discharge of my conscience, 
I went to my uncle Ephraim, and begged him to tell me what 
he knew about this question, since I did not wish to prejudice 
my soul thereby, even though I should indubitably lose all that 
I had in the world. He told me that he would study the matter, 
and told me to bring him a book entitled “ Caro.” 25 When he 
had studied it, he told me not to fear, and poked fun at me, 
since he did not think that the said ban was valid, for a variety 
of reasons. The first was, that they had not given the requisite 
warnings,26 which are usually given. Secondly, the whole con- 
gregation was not in agreement. Thirdly, it was not heard by 
the whole congregation. Fourthly, there was not even Minyan 
present; and even if there had been, they were all relatives and 
interested persons. He gave moreover other reasons which I have 
forgotten. I replied begging him not to prejudice my spiritual 
welfare, to which he answered that I should rely upon him. 
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I therefore did so, and refused to make any denunciation. Three 
days later, all the denunciations were presented by all the men, 
women, and boys, to the said Messer Prospero Semilini, and he 
presented them to the arbitrators whom we had appointed ac- 
cording to the compromise, to whom were presented also the 
pawn tickets which I had left in the hands of the Captain of 
Justice. All these were returned to me with the exception of two, 
one for towels and other articles, and the other for bracelets: 
with respect to which they ordered me to prove within ten days 
that they had been given me on account of the dowry. I sum- 
moned as witnesses Messer Angelo Semilini and Messer Reuben 
Frosolone, who had valued the said articles. Messer Reuben said 
that he did not remember anything at all about it, and he refused 
to come to inspect: for he was uncle of the said Salvador, and 
did not wish to act against his own nephew. Madonna Fiore, 
widow of the late Laudadio Galletti, offered to give evidence in 
my favour in this matter, because she had been present when my 
property had been valued, and could recognise it in all good 
conscience, for the said Solomon Milano was living at that time 
there in her house. She told me therefore that I might summon 
her, and that she would testify truthfully. The reason for this 
was that the said Salvador had told her to go to empty her 
purse (?), besides which he gave her a blow. For this reason, 
hatred grew up between them. And so I had her summoned as 
witness, and Messer Angelo Semilini as well. After I had them 
summoned, both of them changed their minds about doing me 
this service, although they would have been doing what was 
both right and just. After many prayers, they consented to give 
evidence: but they had delayed so long that the time fixed by 
the arbitrators had passed. So, for love of the opposite party, 
the officials passed sentence against me, saying that the time 
allowed me by the award had elapsed. These two pledges to- 
gether amounted to more than eighty scudi. I have put this on 
record, saying that there are to be found in this world none but 
hypocrites and traitors. I also place on record how, in the same 
year that the ban was proclaimed, there died the wife of the said 
Messer Prospero Semilini; Messer Amadeo Betarbo, a young man 
of thirty-five years of age; Messer Aaron Emilio, a youth of 
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eighteen, who was affianced to the daughter of the said Bona- 
ventura Gallichi; the mother of the said Salvador died eight days 
after giving birth to a male child; a male child of my own died, 
aged eight months; the wife of Reuben Frosolone miscarried of 
a male child; and the wife of Clement Pesaro likewise miscarried 
of a male child; there died also Abraham Pesaro, who was at that 
ume President, who sickened the morning after the night he 
came out of office, and died eighteen days later. Wherefore shall 
I pray to God, who has left good life to me and to all Israel, to 
save us from traitors: Amen, and thus be his will! 


NOTES 


1 T. B. Sanhedrin 93>. 

2 Cf. Boswell’s Life of Johnson, ad princ. 

“JT am therefore unwilling that any thing, however slight, which my 
illustrious friend thought it worth his while to express, with any degree of point, 
should perish. For this almost supreme reverence, I have found very old and 
venerable authority, quoted by our great modern prelate, Secker, in whose 
tenth sermon there is the following passage: 

Rabbi David Kimchi, a noted Jewish Commentator, who lived about five 
hundred years ago, explains that passage in the first Psalm, His leaf also shall not 
wither, from Rabbis yet older than himself, thus: That even the idle talk, so he 
expresses it, of a good man ought to be regarded; the most superfluous things he 
saith are always of some worth.” 

3 = Jacob b. Moses Molin (c. 1365-1427); cf. Schechter, Studies in Judaism, 
i, pp. 173-8. 

4 e.g. Die Memoiren des Ascher Levy aus Reichshofen (1598-1635), ed. Gins- 
burger (Berlin 1913); Memoiren eines polnischen Juden (Moses Wasserzug, d. 1808), 
ed. Loewe, Berlin 1911; A Seventeenth century Autobiography (anonymous), 
ed. Marx (J.Q.R., N.S., viii, pp. 269-304). All of the foregoing works are in 
a debased Hebrew. To the list may be added the -10 nbiv of Jacob Emden, 
containing an account of his family, as well as of his own life, and the personal 
notes of Josselman of Rosheim, the greatest of mediaeval Stadlanim (ed, Kracauer, 
R.E.J., xvi, pp. 85-101). The accounts of the various travellers (cf. Eisenstein, 
myos mx, New York 1926) especially David Reubeni and Hayyim Joseph 
David Azulai similarly contain much autobiographical material. A few in- 
teresting fragments have been published by Dr. Max Griinwald under the title 
Die Feldziige Napoleons nach Aufzeichnungen jiidischer Teilnehmer und Augenzeugen 
(Vienna-Leipzig 1913). Neglecting the large outcrop of the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries (e.g. The Diaries of Sir Moses and Lady Montefwre; Lebens- 
erinnerungen of A. H. Heymann [1803-1880]; Eine Selbst-Biographie David 
Arnheims, ed. Griinwald in Israel-Lewy-Festschrift) special mention may be 
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made of Yellin, norn-'ypn abeny 725 miner with its graphic account of the develop- 
ment of modern Jewish life in Palestine, and Theodor Herzl’s recently published 
Tagebiicher. In a class by itself stands Uriel Acosta’s Exemplar Humanae Vitae, 
unique in literature. The Memoirs of Gliickel von Hameln (1646-1719) are 
now accessible in modern German (ed. Feilchenfeld, Berlin 1913: illustrated 
edition, 1925). Those of Solomon Maimon have seen the light in English, 
Hebrew, Yiddish, and even Italian. Ber of Bolochow’s were published by 
M. Vishnitzer in 1922 simultaneously in Hebrew, English, and Yiddish. 

5 Leon of Modena, rn »n, ed. Kahana (Kiev 1914); Isaac the Levite, 
monn sate, ed. Blau (aan paso npn, ii-ili). 

6 Described by Berliner, Aus den Memoiren eines rémischen Ghetto- 
Jiinglings in Jahrbuch fir jiidische Geschichte und Literatur, vii (1904), pp. 110-32. 
In the possession of the present writer there is the fragmentary diary of an 
eighteenth century Italian Jew, in Hebrew and the vernacular, consisting largely 
of reports of sermons. 

7 Among the persons mentioned are members of the Rieti family— 
notably Eleazar, grandson of the great Ishmael (see injra, note 15). 

8 The passage relating to Solomon Milano, written on a blank leaf of 
the accounts (fol. 44 a-b) is here replaced in its chronological position sub anno 1631. 
Mention must also be made of (fol. 57-8) an inventory, not here reproduced, 
of the property in dispute between Joseph and his sister-in-law. 

9 No adequate account of the history of the Jews in Sienna is available 
at present save that of Cassuto in the Russian Jewish encyclopaedia, s. v. 
Cf. also the partial bibliography in Gabrieli, Italia Judaica (Rome 1924), pp. 51-2. 

10 A study in this curious byway of philology is in preparation by Pro- 
fessors D. S. Blondheim and Umberto Cassuto. Cf. also Crescenzo del Monte, 
Sonetti Giudaico-Romanesd (Florence 1927). 

11 T must here express my invariable thanks to Professor Umberto Cassuto 
for the extreme kindness and helpfulness which are native to him, as well as 
to Professor Bigongiari, of the Columbia University, New York, for his assistance 
in elucidating some points of difficulty, and to Cay. Liberati for painstaking but 
fruitless enquiries in the State Archives at Sienna. 

12 The royal prerogative of maintenance had not yet been tried out in Italy, 
any more than it had in contemporary England, and the Jews especially were 
expected to make contributions in kind for the reception and entertainment of 
their sovereign. This duty remained incumbent in Venice as late as the close of 
the eighteenth century; cf. the Ricondotta degli Ebrei of 1777, §§ 38—9. For similar 
duties at Pesaro at an even later period, see the accounts in R.E.J., xvi, p. 249. 

13“ Rabbenu Moshe ” was the name popularly given in Italy to 
Maimonides’ Mishneh Torah; cf. the preface to Moses Capriles’ eighteenth 
century translation of the Hilchot Deot (s.l.e.a.). 

14 A place of entertainment for strangers, under conditions carefully 
regulated by the congregational and civic authorities, was necessarily to be 
found in any Italian Ghetto of any size. 

15 The Rieti family was established at Sienna as early as the beginning of 
the sixteenth century, when David Reubeni was entertained there by an earlier 
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Laudadio (= Ishmael) da Rieti, brother-in-law of Jehiel da Pisa; additional details 
as to this important figure may be found in the present writer’s Gli Ebrei a 
Firenze sotto Ultima Repubblica (Florence 1924). Ishmael’s grandson, Eleazar, 
is mentioned in the accounts in the volume from which these memoirs are 
copied. A Joseph b. Sabbetai Elhanan Rieti figures amongst the scholars of 
Sienna earlier in the seventeenth century in the mond» mow on the vexed 
question of the ritual bath at Rovigo. Further references to the family may be 
found in the study of Cassuto symm nivo3 spon sewer in Hazofeh VII (1924) 
36-43. 

16 An Elijah Usigli, Rabbi of Modena, is mentioned in the win »py, p. 90. 

17 Joseph Raphael b. Reuben Frosolone and Solomon Abraham b. Isaac 
Gallichi (for whom see also the Responsa of Moses Zacuto, § 38) formed with 
Jehiel David b. Eliakim Ancona the Beth-Din of Sienna in 1674; cf. ‘xp *poe 
prnnt § v: they were very likely the sons of the two persons here mentioned. 

Of the names found in these memoirs, Gallichi, Nissim Borghi (= Del 
Borgo), and Pesaro figure in the 51 mers on the restoration of the synagogue 
at Sienna in 1786, and the first two also in the local experiences described in 
the sw days of Azulai, pp. 5, 68. These families are still represented in the city. 
Meniati is a variant form of Da San Miniato for which see Cassuto, Gli Ebrei 
a Firenze, p. 224 and passim. 

18 Both Pope Sixtus IV (1471-83) and Sixtus V (1585-9) were favourably 
disposed towards the Jews. The fatal Bull Hebraeorum Gens of Pius V, however, 
expelling those of the minor places of the Papal States, excluding only Rome 
and Ancona, was dated 26 February 1569—only afew days before Purim, which 
fell that year on 3 March. It is more than probable that it reached some outlying 
communities on the eve of the festival, amply explaining Joseph’s allusion. 

19 See note 26 as also for other debased Hebrew words. 

20 A pox yne msn, or Confraternity for the Release of Prisoners (especially 
those imprisoned for debt) was to be found in most Italian communities; 
Joseph’s interest in the foundation of one may be readily understood! This 
association must be carefully distinguished from the omsw jp msn for the 
Redemption of Captives—e.g. prisoners of war, or (at this period) the victims 
of the Mediterranean corsairs. For the orthography, see note 26 infra. 

20a “The Tower ” was one of the historic contrade of Sienna. 

21 The Hebrew date is manifestly wrong, Kislev being written in error 
for Heshvan, and 5393 for 5394: with which alterations the coincidence is exact. 

22 The Jew was forbidden to own real estate, and the only protection 
he had against the rapacity of his gentile landlord was by an adaptation of the 
ancient regulations of Hazakah, or prerogative right, whereby no Jew was 
permitted to occupy the house of an ejected co-religionist. This tenant-right, 
Latinised as the jus gazaga, became one of the distinctive features of Ghetto 
life, and was virtually legalised by Pope Clement VIII. Like actual ownership, 
it could be alienated, bequeathed, or given in dower. Cf. Finzi, Il diritto di 
hazaka in Festschrift zum siebzigsten Geburtstage A. Berliners, pp. 93-6; Abrahams, 
Jewish Life in the Middle Ages, pp. 71-2; and Philipson, Old European Jewries, 
pp. 133-5. For examples of it in practise, see Lampronti’s pny: snp ad vocem: 
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and, as it appeared to gentile eyes, see the curious legal treatise of Joseph Sessa, 
De Judaeis (Turin 1717), pp. 50-3, 65, 101, &c. 

23 Carnal intercourse between Jews and gentiles, considered almost as 
an unnatural crime, was punishable by death or mutilation, though later ages 
were not so severe (cf. Sessa, op. cit., cap. xxiv). In the present case there was 
apparently no decisive evidence, and the culprits would not confess. 

24 Bargello = Governor of the Gaol. 

25 i.e. the legal compendium of Rabbi Joseph Caro, the famous Shulhan 
Arukh. 

26 mans represents almost certainly the Hebrew mixins, in conformity 
with the Italian method of pronouncing Hebrew, which renders the n by, a 
hard D and leaves the » quiescent. Thus we get elsewhere m-neo for op, 
pion for ompx, ap for nbonp, and, repeatedly, ym for +, while a few lines. 
below jm» is apparently written for j::»—the inevitable quorum of ten males. 
Phonetically interesting, too, is snyw for amv. The transliteration preceding this. 
last word indicates that it had fully penetrated already into everyday speech. 
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DIE TELEOLOGIE BEI MAIMONIDES 


Von Z. DIESENDRUCK, Hebr. Padagogium, Wien 


I. 


Die Bedeutung, die dem Problem der Teleologie bei 
Maimonides zukommen sollte, ist schon rein duferlich aus der 
Stellung dieses Problems in der Philosophie gegeben. Es tritt 
namlich iberall dort zutage, wo sich zwei Gedankengange 
schneiden, die wohl eine Zeitlang unabhangig ihres Weges 
gehen, doch aber konvergieren und sich schliefilich treffen 
miissen, eben im Punkte der Teleologie. Gemeint sind die 
naturphilosophische Betrachtungsweise, oder wie auch sonst 
immer das auf das Sein gerichtete Denken bezeichnet werden 
mag, einerseits und die wertende, normative, hauptsdchlich 
ethische Richtung andererseits. Eine jede dieser Reihen, 
solange sie fiir sich ist, kommt ohne den Zweckbegriff aus; 
er wird nur dann aktuell, wenn sie beide gezwungen werden, 
sich auseinanderzusetzen oder gar zu vereinigen: wenn 
ein naturphilosophisch konstruiertes Weltbild einen Sinn 
oder wenn Postulate der Ethik eine tiber das empirisch 
Menschliche hinausgehende Geltung erhalten soll. 

Diese Grenzstellung der Teleologie lat sich leicht histo- 
risch belegen. Das Judentum, solange es im rein Ethischen ver- 
blieb, bedurfte keiner Teleologie, zumindest nicht fiir das 
Weltganze. Ebensowenig aber bedurfte es ihrer die vorsokra- 
tische Naturphilosophie. Wenn aber Platon, von der sokra- 
tischen Ethik herkommend, auf die Naturphilosophie stoft, 
so ist seine erste Enttauschung, und speziell bei Anaxagoras, 
der doch ein geistiges Prinzip einfiihrte, der Mangel einer 
teleologischen Deutung.!' Ahnlich, nur in entgegengesetzter 


1 Die Hauptstelle ist Phaidon 98B, wo der Gegensatz der Teleologie zur 
mechanistischen Naturerklérung zum ersten Male so prinzipiell klar formuliert 
wird. Inwiefern speziell die Enttaéuschung in bezug auf Anaxagoras berechtigt 
war — vgl. das Kapitel Anaxagoras bei W. Theiler, Zur Geschichte der teleologischen 
Naturbetrachtung etc. 1925 —, mag hier dahingestellt bleiben. 
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Richtung, war es etwa bei Kant, als er die Kategorien der 
Erfahrung zu erweitern sich gezwungen sah, wenn auch nicht 
um eine Kategorie, so doch um die regulative Idee des 
Zweckes.2 Nicht anders verhalt es sich bis in unsere jiingste 
Zeit, wenn die Biologie, in ihrer neovitalistischen Richtung, 
sich gezwungen sieht, die rein mechanisch-energetische Er- 
kldrung des organischen Geschehens durch teleologische Fak- 
toren, ,,Dominanten“ oder ,,Entelechien“, zu erganzen.? 

Ist nun aber dies der Charakter der Teleologie, daf 
sie dort aktuell wird, wo sich Ethik und Naturphilosophie 
schneiden, so ware sie gerade bei Maimonides zu erwarten, bei 
dem das Zusammentreffen dieser beiden Gedankenreihen ein 
wesentliches Motiv seiner ganzen Philosophie ausmacht. Und 
dies um so mehr, als er jene Gedankenreihen nicht allein aus 
sich heraus erst zu erzeugen und ihren Widerstreit zu erfahren 
hatte, sondern beide abgeschlossen und typisiert — in der 
»lorah“ und der ,,Philosophie* — vorgefunden hatte und 
seine Aufgabe darin sah, sie nicht allein im Kompromifwege 
zu ,,versdhnen“, sondern in ein System zu bringen. So hat 
es wohl auch Hermann Cohen empfunden, als er, bei der 
Charakteristik der maimunischen Ethik, in der er das Haupt- 
motiv seiner Philosophie erblickt, auf die Wichtigkeit der 
Teleologie mit grof{em Nachdruck hinwies.* Zu bedauern ist 
blo&, daf§ er sich mit der allgemeinen Bemerkung in der Ein- 
leitung begniigt, ohne in der eigentlichen Abhandlung auf die 
Teleologie Maimonides’ naher einzugehen. 

In der Tat gehért auch dies zu den schwierigsten Partien 
der maimunischen Philosophie und beweist von Neuem, wie 
sehr man fehlgeht, wenn man da nur nach einzelnen Stellen 
urteilt oder die Darstellung seines wirklichen Gedankenganges 
durch ein blofes kapitelweises Referieren zu erreichen glaubt. 
Die Architektonik des ,,Moreh®“ besteht eben darin, daf& jeder 
Abschnitt nur im Zusammenhange mit allem anderen Dazu- 
gehorigen und aus dem Geiste des Ganzen heraus richtig ver- 
standen werden kann. 


2 Kritik der Urteilskraft U, §. 65 ff. 
3 Vel. diePartien tiber den biologischen Zweckbegriff bei R. Eisler, Der Zweck. 
4 Cohen, ,,Charakteristik der Ethik Maimunis“ in Moses B. Maimon I, S. 71 ff. 
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Da gibt es zunachst jene bekannte Stelle, Moreh III 13, 
die sich mit der Teleologie befaft, und die, dem auferen An- 
schein nach, als Hauptstelle fiir unseren Gegenstand gehalten 
werden kann. Hier lehnt Maimonides jede Teleologie ab, ja 
bezeichnet alles Suchen nach einem Zweck in diesem Dasein als 
vergeblich und sogar irrefthrend.® Dies gilt insbesondere in 
bezug auf die Zentralstellung des Menschen, ist aber auszu- 
dehnen auf alles Seiende. Wir miissen uns vielmehr begniigen, 
dieses Sein in seinem Ursprung, vom gottlichen Willen oder 
Weisheit, zu erkennen, diirfen uns aber nicht verwirren lassen, 
aufer dem Selbstzweck der einzelnen Geschépfe noch nach 
anderen Zwecken zu suchen, die nicht ihre vom Gottlichen aus- 
gehende Existenz an sich enthalt.6 Ja, einen Zweck fiir das 
weltliche Dasein zu suchen, ware nicht minder sinnlos, als den 
Zweck fir die Existenz Gottes finden zu wollen.? 

Diese Stelle ist nicht nur auffallend an sich im Verhaltnis 
zu dem, was wir von Maimonides erwarten — sondern 
befindet sich in Widerspruch zu anderen Theorien im Moreh, 
die auch in die Frage der Teleologie miinden. Vor allem 
Moreh I 69. Hier wird es geradezu als Notwendigkeit hin- 
gestellt, bei allen Dingen nach ihrem Zweck zu fragen, und 
auch im Suchen fortzuschreiten nach einem immer 
hdheren Zweck, so da man in bezug auf die Welt zu einem 
letzten Zweck, dem Zweck der Zwecke, gelangt, der Gott ist 
oder eigentlich sein Wille. Die Notwendigkeit des Zweckes 


5 Gleich am Anfang: sin no myyyen mt bons mepss pede [myst] je is3 naan 
mysn jonas dob nbswanst byon ps 75 oan 33m; dann weiter: ,nysnm pst ans 
4) bon wpsd JIT pSw yr. 

6 Moreh TI 13 g.E.: wniswme 15555n° x5 my... xy wD ,DINT... 
mobon 15 posw mod nedon wpsd w osenn mbonn 1b psw mad mbon wpsd (Text 
korrigiert nach Munk, Guide II, S. 98 n. 2). Womit also auch ein generelles Ab- 
lehnen (Munk: ,,en général“) des Zweckes gemeint ist. 

7 Nachdem schon vorher der géttliche Wille dem Zweck entgegengestellt 
worden war — 135 psn sbx rvbon ow paw mea nan —, heift es dann g.E. poss) npwar 
sbworips jd5d> mms mbon xb ndy ab wpss xb pd yr aes poy 13 mipyon me 
wisn bon wpas 8b p> ny ininess nedon wpsa. 

8 Moreh 1 69 g.E.: wpsd 75 w mon xd swe asm > m9 933 pap my p> 
mebon sonn mbsnd, um dann, nach einer Exemplifizierung, zum Schlusse zu ge- 
Jangen: 0X) TEN TS... 1OSy NT WN NET PIy NIT6.. MART IST OD MEM ‘Ty NIT FD ONT 
nydonn mon sine 13. 
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als solchen ist hier, im Formalen zumindest ganz aristotelisch, 
von nicht geringerer Bedeutung als die der anderen drei Ur- 
sachen, an deren Giiltigkeit doch wohl nicht gezweifelt werden 
kann. Den Widerspruch zwischen diesen beiden Auffassungen 
bei Maimonides hat nun Narboni sehr lebhaft empfunden ® 
und er versucht es, in einer langeren Interpretation die beiden 
Stellen in Einklang zu bringen. 

Wahrend aber Narboni auf jeden Fall den Ausgleich im 
Sinne einer positiven Stellung Maimonides’ zur Teleologie 
durchfiihrt und die Ablehnung alles Zwecksuchens in III 13 
als einen besonders erklarungsbediirftigen Spezialfall in die 
proteleologische Ansicht von I 69, die ihm als die mafigebende 
gilt, einfiigt, finden wir bei den neueren Darstellern die ent- 
gegengesetzte Neigung. Fiir Kaufmann?® z. B. gilt es als 
ausgemacht, daf$ nach Maimonides’? Behauptung ,,bei der 
Schépfung nach einem Zwecke nicht gefragt werden diirfe“, 
dies unter Berufung auf Moreh III 13, dabei aber die Stelle 
I 69 geradezu als Beleg anfihrend, insbesondere da am 
Schlusse des ersteren Kapitels auch Wille und Weisheit Gottes 
erwahnt werden. Dies wohl auch im Sinne Munks, der auch 
die Unergriindlichkeit des géttlichen Willens, fiir die 
er auf I 69 hinweist, als Erklarung fiir die Zwecklosigkeit 
der Schépfung anfiihrt.1! Fiir beide also ist die mafgebende 
Lehre Maimonides’ durchaus antiteleologisch. 

Daf aber diese Auffassung unhaltbar ist, wird klar aus 
verschiedenen Griinden. Zunachst ist das Heranziehen von 
I 69 fiir III 13 als Beleg unméglich. Formulieren wir die 
Frage einmal prinzipiell, was die Zweckmafigkeit tiber- 
haupt betrifft, so lautet die Antwort in I 69, man miisse 
bei jedem Ding nach einem Zweck suchen, wahrend es in III 13 
heift, man diirfe keinen suchen, da jedes Geschpf an sich 
Selbstzweck ist. Und gerade der Schluf& von III 13, auf den 
sich Kaufmann beruft, den er aber nicht wortgetreu wieder- 
gibt, besagt eben, es gebe keinen anderen Zweck als die 


9 Kommentar ed. Goldenthal zu Moreh TI 13, S. 51b: dy naan omoiss oo 
93 moon b> mmo mop min Nr... Toswh mst Swsn qs aNoy snow oen7 so qs oe san 
mominsn mbonn mysd moon b> mbon. Dann, S. 52, wird, unter Hinweis auf I 69, zu 
erklaren versucht: ... p»ndyn paopm nbxs mse opp snp Jot dyn pens nt wat Does. 

10 Attributenlehre, S. 320 Anm. 180. 11 So Guide Il, S. 91 n. 1. 
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Eigenexistenz;12 das ist doch nicht identisch mit der 
Behauptung, es gebe einen Zweck und dies ist der Wille 
Gottes. Daf uns aber auch die Unergriindlichkeit des géttlichen 
Willens hier nicht helfen kann, beweist klar eine andere Stelle, 
wo Maimonides die Meinung der Aschariten beziiglich der 
Providenz vortragt, ihre Gottes-Willens-Theorie bis zu ihren 
letzten Konsequenzen durchfiihrt und als eine der Absur- 
ditaten, die sich aus dieser einseitigen Lehre der Unergriind- 
lichkeit des géttlichen Willens ergeben, die anfiihrt, da nach 
ihr alle Zweckmafigkeit des géttlichen Han- 
delns aufgehoben wird.1? Wobei also die Teleologie als 
selbstverstandlichh vorausgesetzt und von einer extremen 
» Willens“theorie als be droht bezeichnet wird. 

Sollte aber noch ein Zweifel tiber die Grundtendenz Mai- 
monides’, wie in den zwei erwahnten Stellen dargestellt, zu- 
riickbleiben, so diirfte er vollkommen behoben werden durch 
eine dritte, die wir wohl auch als Hauptstelle fiir unsere Frage 
ansehen dirfen, namlich Moreh III 25. Hier werden unter 
den Handlungen, mit Beziehung auf ihren Zweck, vier Grup- 
pen unterschieden: die sinnlosen, die spielerischen, die verfehl- 
ten und schlieflich die zweckmaf{igen. Maimonides fiihrt diese 
Vierteilung an, um jede Annahme, Gott kénnte eine andere 
Handlungsart als die vierte, die zweckmafige, austiben, strenge 
zuriickzuweisen.14 Wobei noch zwei Momente hervorzuheben 


12 Den Schlu&satz von Moreh TI 13, w>b: x58 nd fess xd xed Hosa sbws on... 
Honsbsds Hosnbs3 os mw per fonsdads Hewabss poyneds nt1i1 gibt Kaufmann wieder: 
»das keines oder nur ein in Gottes Willen oder Wissen begriindetes Ziel hat“. 
Dadurch ist ihm auch die Verbindung mit I 69 erleichtert. Hier ist aber nicht 
von Gottes Willen oder Wissen als Ziel, sondern von der von jenem Willen etc. 
abhangigen Eigenexistenz als Selbstzweck die Rede. 

13 Moreh TI 17 ('2n nysn), wird als letzte und schwerste npmin die genannt: 
‘yo pmbiya> ano nobsn man sow ov ppsn nt op> senn. 

14 Die Einteilung wird gemacht unter dem Gesichtspunkt: mons ond 
pneson. Die Behauptung, es kénnte in der Schdpfung auch eine der drei ersten 
Handlungen mdglich sein, wird bezeichnet als nswnen nbnns nbz imspw und, nach 
einer Auseinandersetzung mit Gedankengingen, die darauf fihren kénnten, ab- 
gelehnt mit den Worten: sb nbiyp dnp nwyw sim wee ms ygw mee nad x2 An 
bbs mbon na jn». Dann wird diese Auffassung auch als Absurditat bezeichnet: 
pas ya xo ws bonn mbps obeys om own nhyp yew oy apmamm Ast isp wRw yn 
bbs moon. 
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sind. Erstens wird hier Zweckmafigkeit nur im absoluten 
Sinne verstanden; denn Handlungen, die nur in relativem 
Sinne zweckmafig sind — sei es, daf ihr Zweck an sich ein 
geringerer ist oder daf$ er nur fiir einen Teil von Subjekten, 
wenn es auch die Weisen sind, Bedeutung hat — gehéren noch 
nicht ganz in die Gruppe des Zweckmafigen.1° Die zweck- 
mafige Handlung, die sich auf den notwendigen und bedeu- 
tenden Zweck bezieht, ist eben die gute Handlung an sich. 
Zweitens wird hier, und dies in der entgegengesetzten Rich- 
tung zu III 13, nachgewiesen, daf$ das Leugnen eines Zweckes 
in den Teilen aus der irrtiimlich aufgefaSten Zweck- 
losigkeit des Ganzen, die als solche noch irgendwie begreif- 
lich ware, hervorging.1¢ Wahrend also frither, bei der Ab- 
lehnung der Teleologie, die Selbstzwecklichkeit der Einzeldinge 
gleichsam konkurrierend zur Annahme eines Gesamtzweckes 
des ganzen Daseins auftritt, soll hier das gerade Gegenteil er- 
folgen: Die zweckmafige Einrichtung des Einzeldings, deren 
Leugnen eben eine absurde Konsequenz ware, soll auf die 
allgemeine Teleologie zuriickfiihren, soll Annahmen, die 
im Bereiche des Allgemeinen noch manche Berechtigung haben, 
korrigieren und also, im Analogiewege, die Setzung dieser all- 
gemeinen Teleologie ermdglichen. 

Ganz auffallend aber ist die Bentitzung der auf jeden Fall 
abgelehnten Auffassung von der kosmischen Zentralstellung 
des Menschen zu zwei entgegengesetzten Argumentationen. 


15 Die pwn nde (nayds dye) wird eigentlich nur als eine, gemessen an der 
hochsten Art, quantitativ geringere Handlung: ninp nedon 13 ns wx aden 
bezeichnet. Und als Ubergang zwischen ihr und der vollkommen zweckmafigen 
Handlung, aber offenbar noch als zur spielerischen Gruppe gehorig, werden die- 
jenigen Handlungen eingereiht, deren Nutzen nicht evident ist: ... ain mbuynn> 
moon owas bes noosa andSyinw mono... mxmsn pond oon sin ws usw.; und 
zwar nur aus dem Grunde, da sie von den Unwissenden als spielerisch ange- 
sehen, obwohl sie subjektiv pry nha us oven bys (Munk, I, S. 197: ,,mais 
qui n’est pas frivole“ etc.). Erst dann wird die reine maw mbyp, die also auf 
eine evidente nisz3 mon gerichtet ist, behandelt. 

16 Bei der Ablehnung der ascharitischen extremen Willenstheorie (III 25, 
Mitte): onw ... mon md ois ,b5> mbon ons po sb od own mbyew omom ids osoy 
abs abn pons m ipwen...15523 phy mise mbon ny onow. Vel. dagegen, 
oben Anm. 12, den SchluSsatz von II 13, der mit der dort im ganzen Kapitel 
entwickelten Lehre durchaus im Einklang ist. 
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In dem einen Falle wird diese tiberhebliche Meinung vom 
Menschen als falsch bezeichnet, im Anschlu$ daran gleichsam 
als dessen psychologische Konsequenz auch die Ablehnung einer 
jeden Zweckmafigkeit gelehrt.17 Wahrend im anderen Falle 
eben diese falsche Vorstellung vom kosmischen Zentrismus des 
Menschen geradezu als Grund dafiir angefiihrt wird, daf in 
bezug auf die Zweckmafigkeit tiberhaupt Zweifel auf- 
tauchen konnten.1® Stellt man die beiden Darstellungen gegen- 
iiber, so ergibt sich, daf§ jene Uberwertung des Menschen das 
eine Mal zur Teleologie fiihrt — die aber ebenso wie ihr 
Ursprung abzulehnen ist— das andere Mal aber von der 
Teleologie, die bejaht wird, abh4lt, woraus allein eben die 
Falschheit dieser Uberwertung sich erweisen soll. 

Es scheint, als wollte das Kapitel III 25 in allem und 
jedem — in der Argumentierung nicht weniger als im Grund- 
gedanken — die genaue Umkehrung des Kapitels III 13 sein.!® 
Das eine gleichsam ein Gegenstiick zum anderen. 


17 Tn I 13 werden die beiden Fragen als eins, das eben zu verneinen ist, 
Behandelt: 3251 ,msvzen nr 525 mbonn nwps db ,nonne nbswn nsw oswin wr... 0208 
wad pasa po meso > meyer moon sun. Das fe 75421 iibersetzt Munk 
(Guide Ill, S. 89): En conséquence, on croit usw. Wodurch die Uberwertung 
des Menschen als Folgerung aus der Annahme eines Weltzweckes erscheint. 
Dies entspricht nicht dem Gedankengang des ganzen Kapitels, wo doch die 
Stellung des Menschen psychologisch als primar behandelt wird. Der Wider- 
spruch aber mit III 25, der uns hier beschaftigt, kommt nach der Auffassung 
Munks noch drastischer heraus. Scheyer in seiner Ubersetzung (S. 64) schwacht 
sogar das Tibbonsche j> noch mehr ab und schreibt ,und sind der Meinung“, 
wonach die zweite Hialfte, die Stellung des Menschen, sich explikativ an die 
erste, die Idee der gesamten Zweckmafigkeit, anschlieft. 

18 TI 25 g. E.: phiyn meso moon nwpss mised minesen mippon snw yn 
25 abbas b> maessnw omen ioxys own myp oew ose ,ypbme por do mben aw 1Dboa. 
(Munk, ID, S. 201, iibersetzt das xx2x noch starker: n’ont d’autre source que.) 
Dann weiter: pnw ‘m pwn mbyp nypw epw sy ,noisem mppom wane sin myer spe) 
py onyp) ban anup. 

19 Dies erscheint notwendig so, wenn man nur referierend diese Kapitel 
behandelt, ohne den Versuch zu machen, sie durch Interpretation in Einklang 
zu bringen; eine so gemachte Darstellung muf auch zu Widerspriichen fihren. 
Als Beispiel sei hier Joel angefiihrt. In seiner Religionsphil. d. M. b. Maimon (Aus- 
gabe des Jahresberichtes), da heiftt es einmal, S. 19, dais die Frage nach dem 
Zweck der Schépfung unzulassig sei< — also folgend Moreh I 13. Spater aber, 
bei Behandlung der Gebote, also unter Berufung auf Moreh II 25, wird, S. 40, 
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Nur in einem Punkte sind die beiden Darstellungen einig: 
im Verhiltnisse des Teleologieproblems zum Kreationsproblem; 
in beiden namlich wird ein direktes Verhaltnis zwischen 
Kreation und Teleologie gelehrt, so daf$ die Bejahung der 
ersteren auch die Annahme der letzteren zur Folge hat. Aber 
auch in dieser Frage ist die Auffassung Maimonides’ durchaus 
nicht einheitlich — vergleicht man diese soeben erwahnte Stel- 
lungnahme mit anderen. Daf das Problem einer Zweckmafig- 
keit in der Welt mit der Annahme einer verniinftigen W el t- 
ordnung und in weiterer Folge mit der Annahme eines der 
Welt zugrunde gelegten Vernunftplans zusammenhangt, 
dies war schon in der antiken Philosophie klar, als sich das 
Teleologieproblem noch in seinen ersten Regungen befunden 
hatte.2° Bei Maimonides aber, bei dem das Planmafige des 
Weltgeschehens notwendigerweise mit der Idee eines welt- 
schaffenden Lenkers verbunden ist und somit zur Annahme 
eines Schdpfungsaktes ex nihilo fiihrt — da ware es zu er- 
warten, dafi das Problem der Teleologie eindeutig mit dem 
der Kreation so verbunden wird, da aus diesem, fir Maimo- 
nides feststehenden Grundsatz sichere Ergebnisse auch fiir die 
Teleologie zu erreichen waren. Dem ist aber nicht so. Die 
Verbindung dieser beiden Fragen variiert zwischen einem 
Extrem und dem anderen. 

Das eine Mal wird die Unabhangigkeit zwischen Teleo- 
logie und Kreation behauptet — ja, die Vermischung der beiden 
Fragen scheint als tiberfliissige Komplikation angesehen zu 
werden.” In den weiteren Erérterungen hingegen des Teleolo- 
gieproblems wird der Zusammenhang als solcher mit Kreation 
wohl betont und eingehend behandelt, in den Folgen aber, die 


jene ,die ZweckmaSigkeit der Natur in Abrede stellende Ansicht“, die sich 
auch in der Ansicht der Zwecklosigkeit der Gebote fortsetzt, als falsch zuriick- 
gewiesen. 

20 Wenn man, mit Theiler Joc. cit., S. 13 ff., schon Diogenes von Apollonia 
als ,,Begriinder“ der Teleologie betrachten will, so hingt dies schon bei ihm mit 
der Annahme eines einheitlichen Weltprinzips, des 9, zusammen, woraus dann, 
dualistisch gestaltet, ,,das Walten der Luft im Kosmos... wie das des anaxago- 
reischen vovs“ folgt. 

21 Moreh | 69, wo von Gott als Weltzweck gesprochen wird, heiSt es: 54 
anys Sy wee ssennn iw abyh win pays nan q>ow tan. 
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aus dem einen fiir das andere sich ergeben, zeigt sich eine grofe 
Diskrepanz. Als von der Teleologie noch im Sinne eines 
Anthropozentrismus im Kosmos gesprochen und daher abge- 
lehnt wird, da werden die Schwierigkeiten, die sich den Philo- 
sophen, die an die Weltewigkeit glauben, aus dieser Ablehnung 
ergeben, behandelt und eher unsere Auffassung von der Schép- 
fung als mit dieser Ablehnung der Teleologie iibereinstimmend 
hingestellt.22_ Demnach wiirde die Kreationstheorie und die 
Ablehnung einer Teleologie sich gegenseitig unterstiitzen; 
zumindest eher, als es die Ewigkeitstheorie kann, die sich in 
schwer zu lésende Schwierigkeiten verwickelt. 

Hingegen sind, wie gesagt, die zwei Stellen, von denen 
die eine (III 13) die Teleologie durchaus ablehnt und die 
andere (III 25) durchaus bejaht, gerade darin einig, daf 
Kreation und Teleologie sich gegenseitig begiinstigen. In der 
ersten wird wohl auch, wie in I 69, einleitend behauptet, daf 
die Ablehnung der Teleologie sowohl fiir die Ewigkeit als auch 
fiir die Kreation in gleichem Mafse gilt.22 Doch wird wieder- 
holt betont, daf§$ die Annahme eines Zweckes fiir die Lehre der 
Schépfung geradezu als Beweis dient, und auch spater wird die 
Leugnung der Zweckmafigkeit als trotz der Schdpfungslehre 
notwendig bezeichnet.?4 Ebenso wird in III 25 die Notwendig- 
keit einer Zweckmafigkeit in der Welt von der Vollkommen- 
heit und Unfehlbarkeit ihres Schépfers abgeleitet. Allerdings 
in beiden Stellen verschieden; in der einen wird die Plan- 
mafigkeit besonders auf die Absichtlichkeit, also auf das 


22 Moreh II 14: ndxwn nxrw xs1 mo (womit die Ablehnung der anthropo- 
zentrischen Teleologie gemeint ist) sya wriny insessw nos m2 ay. Auf diese Stelle 
und ihre Bedeutung werden wir noch spater zuriickkommen. 

23 Am Anfang von Moreh II] 13: niptn po mms $25 mbswn net Ousn ps 
dann weiter: sb: odyn wins anes anys ond xd meson 5525 bon wpsd pot paw ys 
momps wos nyt ond. 

24 TT 13: newn voy nepw ono sit... dbdwn win by mesaw abram ye 2 yn 
any moosn ony st 555 o> ,nyysun mses (woriiber weiter unten). Dann 
spater: mbona neps b— pnarine nos wa nsw oer wr... oon wins TMT’? oIDN 
myxsn nt 595. Und schlieSlich nach der Ablehnung: 523 mann nosw 272 usm 
soya wins any sad y5:p81 myxesn ove. (Uber den im Anfang betonten Unter- 
schied zwischen saws; mben und sanns mbsn wird noch spater ausfthrlich zu 


sprechen sein.) 
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Willensattribut zuriickgefiihrt,2° wahrend sie in der anderen 
mehr mit der Weisheit Gottes begriindet wird, wobei das 
Willensmoment allein als irrefiihrend abgelehnt wird.?® Doch 
ist hier wieder eine noch zu lésende Verwicklung beriihrt, auf 
die wir vorlaufig nicht naher eingehen kénnen. 

Was wir bisher gesehen haben, ist eine durchaus wider- 
spruchsvolle Behandlung des Teleologieproblems. Sowohl die 
Frage einer Teleologie iiberhaupt als auch eine Reihe wichtiger 
Einzelfragen, wie der Anthropozentrismus in seinem Verhalt- 
nis zur Teleologie und das Verhiltnis zwischen Kreation und 
Zweckmafigkeit — alle weisen an den verschiedenen Stellen 
eine verschiedene und auch entgegengesetzte Behandlung auf. 
Dies mii&te geniigen, um uns zu veranlassen, einen ernsten 
Versuch zu unternehmen, der wirklichen Ansicht Maimonides’ 
iiber die Teleologie auf den Grund zu gehen und sie darzu- 
stellen. Mit der einfachen Formel, ,,es gibt‘ eine Teleologie 
oder ,,es gibt keine“, kénnen wir hier nicht auskommen — 
sie fiihrt eben zu den Widerspriichen innerhalb des Moreh, 
ja sogar insbesondere innerhalb des dritten Teiles, der doch 
sicherlich einheitlich auf einmal vom Verfasser herausgegeben 
worden war. 

Dieser Versuch kann nur darin bestehen, daf alle betref- 
fenden Stellen zusammengehalten und die in ihnen auf- 
tauchenden scheinbaren Widerspriiche als verschiedene Seiten 
einer und derselben Grundanschauung gesehen werden. Die 
extremen positiven sowohl als negativen Formulierungen diir- 
fen nur als antinomistisches, also bewuf tes Verfahren auf- 
gefafit werden, um das sich aus ihnen ergebende Dritte, 
beiden Formulierungen gerecht und doch von keiner erschpft, 


25 In Il 13 wird der Zusammenhang zwischen Kreation-Zweckmafigkeit 
auf die pov nae zuriickgefilhrt wine mesnnn py pr nn wy sh. Dies dhnlich wie 
II 19 Einl., wo auch das Willensmotiv wesentlich ist. 

26 Moreh Il 25 wird fiir die Ansicht 5>2 mbon ons no xb ab> own mhyow 
wohl die ascharitische Theorie verantwortlich gemacht, aber etwas generalisiert: 
mans noy> x> own ayn pow pbiyn witns cosy 9 55 swKe>. Die Teleologie wird 
erst spater mdglich gemacht dadurch an wrine odipnw insessy oo oy 
Mm omyse 309m 6.6m insonw mes Oss panda sd sab pena aw we sd uy wepen 
bes phy und bekraftigt durch das Argument, da die Naturdinge susn noya 
noma sind, und mit Bibelstellen, die su2n enthalten, wird dann weiteroperiert. 
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gleichsam von selbst hervortreten zu lassen. Diese Methode, 
durchaus dialektischen Charakters, schien von Maimonides als 
besonders fruchtbar bevorzugt zu sein — wie es sich auch in 
anderen Teilen der Lehre zeigt 27 — allerdings unter der Vor- 
aussetzung, dafi nicht jede Seite, die ihren Wert nur als Kom- 
ponente im Ganzen hat, fiir sich als abgeschlossene ,,Meinung“ 
gewertet wird. 


Il. 


Maimonides behandelt nirgends die Teleologie an sich, iso- 
liert, er spricht von ihr nur im Zusammenhange mit anderen, 
die Hauptsache seiner Untersuchung ausmachenden Fragen, und 
zwar als eine aus ihnen folgende Konklusion oder als not- 
wendige Einleitung. So sehen wir unsere drei wichtigsten 
Stellen in folgenden Zusammenhangen behandelt: I 69, pro- 
teleologisch, in Verbindung mit dem Attributenproblem, haupt- 
sdchlich um fiir Gott den Vorzug der Bezeichnung 125 gegen- 
iiber yi zu begriinden; dann III 13 als Abschlu& der Theo- 
dizee (8—12), wo eigentlich, dem ganzen Gedankengange ent- 
sprechend, eher eine Bejahung einer Planmafsigkeit des Ge- 
schehens und somit einer Teleologie zu erwarten ware; und 
schlieSlich als Einleitung zur Lehre von den Geboten und ihres 
Sinnes in III 25. Beweist nun das wiederholte Zuriickkommen 
auf dasselbe Problem, wie sehr dieses dem Autor wichtig war, 
so darf die Anordnung, d. h. die unterlassene selbstandige 
Untersuchung dieser Frage nicht diesen Eindruck abschwachen. 
Wir werden sehen, dafi gerade diese Verquickung der Teleologie 
mit den anderen Teilen seiner Philosophie es Maimonides még- 
lich gemacht hat, seine wirkliche Lehre in ihren verschiedenen 
Seiten klarer hervortreten zu lassen. Darum wird auch fiir uns 
die Betrachtung in diesen Zusammenhangen eine Erleichterung 
des Verstandnisses herbeifiihren. . 

Beginnen wir nun mit III 13, so wissen wir bereits, daf 
hier zwei Ansichten vereinigt sind, um in einem abgelehnt zu 
werden: Der Mensch als Weltzweck und die Zweckmafigkeit 


27 Vgl. meine Abhandlung: ,,Maimonides’ Lehre von der Prophetie“ in 
Jewish Studies (Abraham’s Memorial Volume), S. 74 ff. Diese Abhandlung wird 
im folgenden unter ,,Proph.“ zitiert werden. 
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iiberhaupt oder eigentlich der Mensch als einzige Moglichkeit 
einer angenommenen Weltzweckmafigkeit. Im Zusammen- 
hange aber naher besehen, beinhaltet diese Stelle nur die Ab- 
lehnung der Zweckmafigkeit tiberhaupt, der Mensch wird nur 
als Ausgangspunkt verwendet. Denn die Ablehnung der 
anthropozentrischen Anschauung ist bereits friiher und aus- 
giebig erfolgt. Den Standpunkt im Mischnah-Kommentar, wo 
noch der Mensch als einziger Zweck in der sublunaren Welt 
(und eigentlich in der Welt iiberhaupt) angenommen wird,?* 
diesen Standpunkt hat Maimonides in Moreh ganz aufgegeben. 
Er wiederlegt ihn wiederholt, insbesondere aber in der Theo- 
dizee, da er in dieser Uberheblichkeit des Menschen den Ur- 
sprung des Pessimismus Alrasi’s erblickt.2® Die Ablehnung 
geschieht zunachst aus der Betrachtung der geringen Bedeutung 
des Menschen, verglichen mit den anderen kosmischen 
Existenzen.2° Wahrend also im Mischnah-Kommentar Mai- 
monides noch ganz dem Gedankengange Saad jas folgte, fin- 
den wir im Moreh eine Revision und eine Teilung der 
fritheren Ansicht. 

Bei Saadja war die Zentralstellung des Menschen dadurch 
gegeben, daf er zur hochsten sittlichen Leistung befahigt ist — 
er ist also der ,,Kern“ der Welt, d. h. ihr Zweck.?!_ Den Ein- 


28 In der Einleitung zu Seder Zeraim. Da wird zunachst unter Berufung 
auf die Alten — mmsy mypn mpm oepn v2 x1 — auf die Bedeutung des Zweck- 
problems hingewiesen. Dann wird die Ansicht vertreten, dafS npn w» dd2 495 by 
ys> ons besws asses myn dada nny ossesn bow, dies allerdings, um vom Menschen 
als Zweck auf den Zweck des Menschen zu sprechen zu kommen: iwxo ws 
‘spots sos mod p> ws pnd wos pam mend sin oraym ibs 55 mbm. Doch 
scheint die erste Halfte dieses Satzes wesentliche Voraussetzung zu sein. 

29 Moreh Ill 12 (Anf.): 13na> 85 penn yo ram Soon mt nem nds myer a nso 
risys mem 155 niseson 5 ,b20 55 non... />1 myyuon. Dann weiter: mye sow 
525 ynsys mn myxenw awn, und dies, obwohl er noch immer daran festhalt, daf 
pannn mp wybdysw ne dsp 3223 sin ons; wobei allerdings, wenn man unter Beriick- 


sichtigung des pon iibersetzt: ninnaw mo dsp s303 (vgl. Munk, Gyide Ill, S. 70 
n. 2), die Wichtigkeit noch mehr eingeschrankt erscheint. 

30 Tbid.: 300 ‘pon Myo yr yes mygs am ys 1s; dann: own 035 dow 
qwoin > mesen bs pps >> sipw rd posw aston... ososm oder: om ppp wx 
DPI ND 666 TTY TIT? TPR oo gvoyT Marsan ds trys (sc. maryes) iow jwpn. 

31 Emunoth TV wird mit der Frage eingeleitet: owmsn b23 prise sin oe 
und gleich beantwortet: own sin ynzen. Dies wird durch die konzentrische Anlage 
der Welt begriindet, wie es schon aus der Analogie mit der Frucht ersichtlich ist. 
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wand, dafS doch der Mensch physisch relativ so gering ist, weifs 
Saadja zu entkraften mit dem Hinweis auf die Bedeutung seines 
Geistes.52 Dieser Gedankengang ist auch ganz der des 
Mischnah-Komentars; auch hier folgt Anthropozentrismus aus 
oder zumindest im engen Zusammenhange mit der Bedeutung 
der menschlichen Leistungsfahigkeit im Sittlich-Geistigen. Im 
Moreh wird dies auseinandergerissen. An der iiberragenden Be- 
deutung des Menschen, in seiner Leistung, wird weiter fest- 
gehalten und auch in ihrer kosmischen Relevanz *? — hingegen 
wird der Anthropozentrismus, der aus dieser Bedeutung zu 
folgen schien, durchaus abgelehnt.?4 Und die Ablehnung ge- 
schieht erstens, wie gesagt, aus quantitativen Griinden, zweitens 
aber — und dies bedeutet eine Polemik gegen Saadja und auch 
gegen den eigenen friiheren Standpunkt —, da man die 


32 [bid.: yaxm mewn nam wes yep iw °p by ASw usw. 

33 Vel. oben Anm. 29 tiber Moreh Il 12. Hierher gehoren auchI 54 ¢g. E. 
und II 54 g.E. (iiber den Charakter der menschlichen Leistung in Beziehung zu 
Gott), und II 30, worauf wir noch spater zuriickkommen werden. 

34 In Moreh IM 13 wird die relative Bedeutung des Menschen unter den 
anderen irdischen Geschdpfen hypothetisch zugegeben: -woxw obwaw sn ssn) 
DIST $17 DIN Ayo IMD und als Fortsetzung: ada nono msxosm b> 03 TONY ON IY 
pobwn wand mann oop anwen nipvisn mend 9 9am nto mes mn pays on mn 
mynd swesw. Diese Bezeichnung des Menschen als etwaiges Entwicklungsziel 
dient blo& der hier beabsichtigten Hauptsache: seiner Ablehnung als Zweck. 
Aber auch das wird dann weiter eingeschrankt: 52» 3329 aby am sin oasmy yom 
syndy: 85 sp.nn ato nonow me. Heinemann, Die Lehre von der Zweckbestim- 
mung des Menschen, Breslau 1926, sieht den Sachverhalt nicht richtig, wenn er, 
S. 62 ff., als die mafigebende Ansicht Maimonides’ die im Mischnah-Kommentar 
dargelegte (s. oben Anm. 28) ausftihrlich zitiert, die doch im Moreh durchaus 
zuriickgewiesen wird. Wohl empfindet Heinemann (zbid., S. 72), da im Moreh 
Ill 13 sich ein gewisser Wechsel®* zu vollziehen ,,scheint“, doch versucht er dies 
mit dem Standpunkt im M.-Kommentar in der Weise in Einklang zu bringen, 
dafS$ er im Moreh den Schwerpunkt nicht in der Ablehnung des Menschen als 
Zweck sehen will (darin bestarkt ihn auch die oben angefiihrte Stelle), sondern 
in der Ablehnung eines modglichen Sinnes der Welt iiberhaupt. Er kann aber 
dann einen Widerspruch nicht vermeiden, wenn er, in cinem anderen Zu- 
sammenhang, S. 77 erklirt: Der Nachdruck liegt an der Stelle Moreh II 13 
unzweifelhaft auf der Abwehr der naiven anthropozentrischen Be- 
schranktheit — nicht auf der Bestreitung eines Weltzweckes tiberhaupt.“ — 
In Wirklichkeit hat Maimonides an dieser Stelle beides — sowohl die anthropo- 
zentrische Anschauung als auch den analog gearteten Zweck der Welt — in 
gleichem Mafe abgelehnt, im vollsten Gegensatz zum Mischnah-Kommentar. 
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Leistung des Menschen, seine sittliche Vollkommenheit, nicht 
als Ziel der Schdpfung ansehen kann, denn Gott bedarf nicht 
dieser Verehrung; °° die ,,Groe des Geistes“’ vermag also nicht 
die ,,Kleinheit des K6rpers“ aufzuwiegen. 

Dieses aber, die Ablehnung des Anthropozentrismus, war 
nicht mehr Aufgabe des Kap. III 13. Hier war ein Schritt 
weiter getan. Die Ablehnung des Menschen als Weltzweck 
sollte ausgedehnt werden auf die Ablehnung eines W elt- 
zwecks tiberhaupt, soweit dieser dem Mensch- 
Zweckinseinerinneren Struktur analog ist. 

Aus diesem Grunde 1a8t Maimonides seine friihere Argu- 
mentation fiir einen Moment fallen. Wenn der Anthro- 
pozentrismus nur wegen der relativen Bedeutungslosigkeit des 
Menschen gegeniiber den Spharen abzulehnen ware, so bestiinde 
noch immer die Méglichkeit, die héchsten unter den Geschdpfen, 
also die Spharen z. B., als solchen Weltzweck zu betrachten.*°® 
Maimonides will aber die Zweckmafigkeit dieser Art tiber- 
haupt widerlegen. Darum nimmt er wieder das Saadjahsche 
Argument, die tiberragende Bedeutung des Menschen kénnte 
davon herriihren, daf$ er ,,Gott diene“, also sittlich vollkommen 
ist, wieder auf. Dann aber waren alle anderen Dinge der Welt 
zwecklos, da doch prinzipiell die Existenz des Menschen 
denkbar ist ohne die Existenz anderer Kreaturen.?7 Will man 
daher die Zweckmafigkeit dieser Kreaturen aufrechterhalten, 
so muf$ eben der Mensch als Zweck wieder fallen gelassen wer- 
den. Die beiden Ansichten — Zweckmafigkeit der Welt iiber- 
haupt und Mensch als Zweck — die zu Beginn miteinander 
verbunden waren, sie treten nun auseinander und 

35 Moreh TM 13: nx t13y5 mad oasn po msyxy tbo meyer mborw awn 72 
mywn jo ww ne asam... mat am...ow7, dann: n255n oon oop Son an os tbe 
Foy xb pm sim toiy anime nbn ae em nop nosen ...own tiayd ossn 
wy os moby, 

86 Auch Saadja beriihrt die Frage des Verhiiltnisses zu den Spharen, doch 
ist ihm der Mensch, wegen seines Gottesdienstes, immer hoher. So Emunoth IV 
Anf., wo auch die ob2b: in den Dienst des Menschen gestellt werden. Ferner 
Emunoth 1 g.E., wo vom Zweck der Weltschépfung gesprochen wird: merbem 
VATS YP) 13 Dew ABs ,o ssn ndyin m3 7x. Vel. auch Emunoth II g. E. 

387 Moreh TIL 13: 3"y pow ondsy owe segand i> owaw owesy cms aos? oN 


moDonn paexwans od. oassn mbes indyin ne os Swd w jd. (Das indynn 
korrigiert nach Munk.) 
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hebensich gegenseitig auf. Nehmen wir einen Zweck 
der Welt und in der Form eines bestimmten Geschdpfes an, 
so werden eben dadurch alle anderen Geschdpfe zwecklos und 
wir haben eben die Zweckmafigkeit als solche zerstért. Dies 
aber gilt ebenso fiir jedes andere Geschaffene in der Welt. 
Jedes Ding, und sei es die hdchste Sphire, die als Zweck an- 
gesehen werden médchte, wiirde, da noch andere Dinge 
existieren, eben als Argument gegen die Zweckmafigkeit 
dienen. Mit einem Worte: Der Mensch dient hier als 
Beispiel, um jede verdinglichte Teleologie zu 
widerlegen. Welches Argument nun wieder auf den Men- 
schen zuriickwirkt, um ihn als Zweck abzulehnen. Denn kein 
Ding der Welt kann ihr Zweck sein. 

Das ist das Neue in III 13, und dazu reichte die friihere 
Argumentation gegen den Anthropozentrismus — von der 
Quantitat her — nicht aus; denn jene hatte nur den Menschen 
als Zweck abgewiesen — so aber ist jede Dinglichkeit des Welt- 
zweckes iberhaupt ad absurdum gefihrt. In der Welt der 
Dinge gibt es nur Selbstzwecke; alles ist auf sich bezogen °° 
und selbst auch dort, wo es den Anschein hat, da das eine des 
anderen wegen existiert.2® Denn ebenso wie es keinen einzigen 
Ding-Zweck fiir die Welt gibt — so gibt es auch kein System 
der Zwecke unter den Dingen, und wo es diesen Anschein hat, 
daf das eine Ding fiir das andere, dessen Zweck, ist, da ist 
es in Wirklichkeit nur die eigene Natur, die aber irrtiimlicher- 
weise auf ein anderes Ding bezogen wird.4° Wohl gibt es 


38 [bid.: sms 127 9390 8d jpoxyd minse ods myxosn axw o”2 yn» bax; ebenso g. E. 
d. Kap., vgl. oben Anm. 12. 

39 [bid.: one yoxyd onsy one... ddr opbm b> cena mane... ramps ob iden 
yesy5 pr120 N1AN IMM — oAN DT pe. Den Widerspruch, der sich zu der un- 
mittelbar vorhergegangenen Behauptung der unbedingten Selbstzwecklichkeit 
der Dinge zu ergeben scheint, will Maimonides offenbar so geldst wissen, daf er 
die beiden zueinander gehrigen Dinge in diesem Sinne als eine Einheit an- 
sieht, und der Zweck des snx bedeutet dann eo ipso Selbstzweck fiir das ihm 
untergeordnete Ding. Das wird wohl auch beabsichtigt sein in der Formulierung, 
die gleich darauf folgt: snnn syosn (ns5) oxy 13 V2 DION OTD NEDD DD, 

40 Dies wird an zwei Beispielen veranschaulicht: an den Sternen, bei denen 
es heif’t ‘21 Swabs pasa by wsnd, und bei den Fischen des Meeres, bei denen es 
hei&t on na1z rm, also Geschdpfe, die iiber dem Menschen sind, und solche, die 
unter ihm stehen. Doch wird bei beiden der Grund in der Natur der Sache 
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— im kausalen Sinne — ein Friiher und Spater in der 
Natur; manches ist Voraussetzung firs andere.*? Aber 


(cyav vind prs) oder des Menschen in seiner Beziehung zu ihnen — 33m) ps 
yoy ‘my DM yen ws ws» — und nicht in einer besonderen Zweckbestimmung 
gesucht. Allerdings wird bei den Pflanzen zugegeben, daf sie fiir die Lebewesen 
geschaffen sind — demnach ist der friiher behauptete Selbstzweck alles Ge- 
schaffenen wieder eingeschrankt. 

41 Es handelt sich hier, III 13, um eine speziellere Form der Abhangigkeit 
der Dinge voneinander, des =n 725 °208 existierenden Dinges. Hier ist das voran- 
gehende notwendiges Antezedens fiir die Méglichkeit der Existenz des Darauf- 
folgenden. Als Beispiele werden angefiihrt Sinnlichkeit und Verstand — a»prs 
bow awn — und dann auch die Materie: -wn bya b2> ...>0n2. In beiden 
Fallen handelt es sich um “ns cst mes ons Sos onINeeD TwWES os msxes. Hier 
wird der Vers (Jes. XLII 7) herangezogen: vmwy AS vray’ ynsns 13251 Bws NIPIT 72, 
wobei in yawns das Gesamte dieser Schépfung, bezogen auf den géttlichen Willen, 
ausgedriickt wird; vmx bezieht sich auf das Antezedens und rrwy auf das eigent- 
lich beabsichtigte Ding. Diese Auslegung wird in ihrem ganzen Sinn verstanden, 
wenn man die an anderen Stellen streng durchgefiihrte terminologische Aus- 
einanderhaltung der Verba fiir Schépfung heranzieht. Moreh II 30 g. E. wird den 
Verben sis und swy (neben m2p und bx) das Wort +x entgegengestellt; die ersteren 
vier besagen das Schaffen von Substantiellem, wahrend sx’ nur Akzidentielles oder 
kiinstliche Form (ssn) ausdriickt. An einer anderen Stelle, Il 10, wird zur Erkla- 
rung des Verses yx xma1 aybw myny Juin sma) Ms oxy die Gruppierung anders durch- 
gefiihrt. Hier wiederum haben nwy und -¥ ein Gemeinsames, und von ihnen ver- 
schieden ist 13; die ersteren beziechen sich auf die Setzung des Geschaffenen, 
wahrend sis auf die Hervorbringung der Steresis anwendbar ist oder auf die 
Hervorbringung aus dem Nichtsein. Lat man nun diese beiden Stellen sich 
kreuzen, so ergibt sich fiir unseren Fall, daf$ im vmsns das allgemeine Erschaffen 
aus dem Nichts, und zwar beider zusammengehoriger Dinge, ausgedriickt wird. 
In ymwy as ym sind die beiden Schattierungen der bereits gesetzten Gegen- 
stande angedeutet: das Antezedens hat nur 1x, da es nicht Endzweck, sondern 
vorbereitenden Charakters, also, offenbar, akzidentiell ist; nur das eigentlich Be- 
absichtigte hat nwy. Aus dieser terminologischen Erwagung ergibt sich klar, daft 
die Selbstzwecklichkeit der Dinge eben so zu verstehen ist, daf im Falle einer 
Zusammengehorigkeit das Antezedens nicht etwa zwecklos ist, sondern in dem 
Zweck des Darauffolgenden aufgeht. Und dies ist nicht allein der Fall, wo das Ante- 
zedens nur zu verarbeitendes Material ist; es kann dies auch bei sonst selbstandig 
erscheinenden Dingen eintreten. Beide Nuancen werden klar auseinandergehalten: 
oma. mnw no (mys ws onpmebdss woe 954 7b) 171 os ONT NIT 395 oMwY nr ons 
iwwxen>. Munk, I, S. 93: dans cette chose antérieure, ou aprés elle. Hingegen 
vernachlassigt die Ubersetzung Scheyers (S. 68: ,,und dann habe ich auch das 
andere, von mir Bezweckte gemacht“) diese Unterscheidung vollkommen. (Weif 
beriicksichtigt sie wohl, aber falsch.) Sie ist aber wesentlich, denn da wird eben 
auch das zeitlich vorangehende und selbstandige Ding dem unentbehrlichen Ante- 
zedens, d. h. etwa dem Instrument oder Material, gleichgesetzt. Vgl. oben Anm. 39. 
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das ist mit einer finalen Verbundenheit nicht zu ver- 
wechseln. 

Fiir diese Beweisfiihrung aber war die Hypothese der 
Weltschépfung unerlaflich. Nach der Annahme der Welt- 
ewigkeit, wonach alles Geschaffene notwendig da ist, ware nur 
jene friihere Argumentation von der quantitativen Minder- 
wertigkeit des Menschen zulassig, woraus hichstens das eine 
Objekt, der Mensch, als Zweck abgelehnt ware; woraus aber 
nicht die aus dieser Annahme folgende Absurditat des ding- 
lichen Zweckes iiberhaupt erwiesen ware. Nur wenn wir eine 
bewufte planmafige Schépfung annehmen, kann man bei 
jedem dinglichen Zweck fragen, wozu denn dann die anderen 
Dinge geschaffen worden seien und somit jene reziproke 
Aufhebung von Zweck und Ding-Zweck durchfiihren. Dies hat 
Maimonides in III 13 noch nicht so klar herausgearbeitet. Hier 
wird das mit der Schdpfungstheorie zusammenhangende neue 
Argument zum ersten Male geltend gemacht, ohne seinen be- 
sonderen Vorzug deutlich hervorzuheben. Diese Hervorhebung 
geschieht erst in der Fortsetzung. Nachdem Maimonides das 
Quantitatsargument wiederholt variiert hatte, nimmt er es 
dann mit grofer Ausfithrlichkeit wieder auf,*2 um die Not- 
wendigkeit seines neuen Arguments erst zwingender vor Augen 
zu fihren. 

Wahrend er bisher die Ablehnung der Teleologie fiir 
beide Ansichten — fiir die ,,philosophische“ sowohl der Welt- 
ewigkeit als auch fiir unsere der Weltkreation — betont hatte, 
kommt er jetzt auf eine Divergenz in der Argumen- 
tation der beiden Ansichten zu sprechen. Wiederum wird 
ausfiihrlich die dimensionale Uberlegenheit der Spharen tiber 
den Menschen dargestellt — worauf hauptsdchlich das Quanti- 
tatsargument beruht.4? Nun aber ergibt sich fiir die Philo- 


42 Moreh I 14. 

43 Jbid., gleich der Anfang: sbi we3 roy yw sy gost 13 pnw 272 Jew nee 
p33) 1393 Ww HPAI yw osm DdIdan awe sanMw no win nye. Dann werden die 
grofen astronomischen Entfernungen detailliert aufgezahlt, um zum Schluf zu 
gelangen: ooNn Jhy m2... DNeDD 37 Ae. DIIYw Dey 7S Ayewan mexwan qx bonwm 
misnaon wbx 525, Denselben Gedankengang finden wir II 11, auch in bezug auf den 


Zweck. 
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sophen‘* eine neue Schwierigkeit. Dieses Argument ware 
nur dann stichhaltig, wenn wir das menschliche Individuum 
als Zweck der Welt betrachten wiirden; dann wédre seine 
relative Geringfiigigkeit Grund genug, dies abzulehnen. Da wir 
aber das Genus des Menschen, dessen Individuen ins Un- 
endliche gehen, als solchen Zweck bezeichnen, da liefe sich 
schon der grofe Apparat der Spharen fiir ihn als Zweck glaub- 
haft machen — nach dem Beispiel des Meisters, der grofe 
Maschinen zur Erzeugung unendlich vieler Nadeln herstellt.*® 
Der Philosoph nun muf sich zu einem anderen Argument 
fliichten — zum qualitativen, daf namlich die Spharen 
nicht blof gréRer, sondern auch in ihrem Wesen hodher sind 
als der Mensch.4® Also wiederum ein Gradunterschied — 
der gegeniiber dem Quantitatsunterschied, infolge seiner 
Relativitat, als Argument nicht wesentlich besser ist. ,,Mit 
einem Worte — schlieSt Maimonides — bei dieser Frage ist 
eine Hilfe im Sinne unseres Glaubens an die Schdpfung der 
Welt gegeben, und dies ist die Hauptsache, die ich 


44 Daf die Schwierigkeit sich nur vom philosophischen Standpunkte aus 
ergibt, wird wiederholt hervorgehoben: spies nyt ob Sswd wn, dann spy nr nn 
ypiorean jyym p> und pane modem. 


45 Dieses Gleichnis bewegt sich noch ganz im Quantitativen, nur wird die 
unendliche Anzahl des Erzeugten — etwa das Fortschreiten in der Zeit — der 
iiberwiegenden Masse im Raume entgegengesetzt. Den nrbzba, die myn main 
pwn sind, werden die n°» »ws entgegengestellt (sc. ommbnn bw) onys pd ws 
poy oopowe mon px’; ebenso den nadelerzeugenden ms x22 abpwow ods das Er- 
zeugen von yn ans un», das dann pywnye p35 amz> ausmacht. Daf Maimonides 
diese Beweisftihrung nicht akzeptiert, ist nicht allein aus dem anys op ersichtlich, 
sondern aus noch spater zu erdrternden tieferen Griinden, die auch hier ange- 
deutet sind. Aber auch schon in III 12 (vgl. oben Anm. 30), wo, gemessen am 
Jwosn msysen oder jydyn miexon, auch alle Menschen — oxxasn own 033 5 > — ver- 
schwindend wenig bedeuten. Die Unendlichkeit der Zahl der Individuen wire 
also fiir Maimonides nicht entscheidend. 


48 [bid.: wrpan wwe Dox mt ew! AwEN Mm Mavpsr mows sds... pdm mn Nd bs 
saxo prim sin asym ndyy ons. Dieser Gradunterschied, der hier als ein dem 
Philosophen eigentiimliches Argument angeftihrt wird, wurde oben, als noch die 
Argumentation allgemein gehalten war, ebenso erwahnt: j>w > pxwin wpr pay am 
pps sw mys ;yynw>. Friiher sollte es eben nur eine Steigerung des Quanti- 
tatsarguments darstellen — hier aber soll es als ein neues ausschlaggebendes 
Moment hinzukommen. 
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in diesem Kapitel beabsichtigt habe.“47 Hier also 
gehen die Wege auseinander. Die ,,Philosophen“ kénnen nicht 


47 Die Stelle, Tl 14, lautet: abiyn wena insesae nes ns ayy abawn nsw ast m2 
prem ms nsw AB sm — Bbxyds Arn yy mpnhys Ne ma pNyno? Jwds sin ps HSoadya1 — 
joyn mmm. Diese unklare Stelle hat verschiedene Deutungen erfahren. Narboni, 
Kommentar, S. 52b, sieht in diesem Schlufsatz nur eine erganzende Fortsetzung 
der Argumentation der Philosophen; er ist aber etwas unsicher dabei: js137 1m 
wert man wpa mr abr Sy wwnpd ob nna sbi open mrs cbus. Nach Munk (Guide ID, 
S. 102) sei dies so zu verstehen, da der gegen die Philosophen vorgebrachte 
Einwand die Theorie der Welterschaffung unterstiitzt (cette objection peut offrir 
un secours a notre croyance de la nouveauté de monde). Munk erklart dies 
(n. 2) so, dafi die Schwierigkeit, die jenen Einwand ausmacht, behoben wird 
durch die Annahme einer Sch6pfung aus freiem géttlichen Willen ,,dont les 
mystéres nous sont inaccessible“, ebenso wie die Schwierigkeiten in II 19 und 22 
gelést wurden. Diese Auffassung Munks wire aber in unserem Zusammenhang 
zunachst nur dann gerechtfertigt, wenn die Philosophen keine Erklarung hiatten 
finden kénnen und der Einwand bestehen bliebe. Demnach kénnte man sich 
auf den Standpunkt des Einwandes stellen und sagen, die Spharen seien doch 
fiir den Menschen da und das Unbegreifliche daran sei auf den unergriind- 
lichen Willen zuriickzuftihren und dies sei ein neuer Beleg fiir die Notwendigkeit 
der Kreation. Dies ist aber nicht der Fall: weder bleibt der Philosoph die Antwort 
schuldig noch identifiziert sich — sachlich — Maimonides mit dem Einwand ; 
dennim Ergebnis ist ja sein eigener Standpunkt derselbe wie der des Philosophen. 
— Ganz entgegengesetzt ist die Auffassung von Ephodi und Schem Tob. Ephodi: 
naies by m133 aoswA mn ppmobdpn wesnw msi by wwy wx moswn mst o9 
poxm po aisys ordadanw sesw opr je mw »witnn. Dies noch teilweise im 
Sinne Munks. Dann aber, als Erklarung von onnsw no sm, heist es: py 1d: asw 
Dist po nays odsban yew msn ps poy wrinn nes. Demnach beruht der Einwand 
wohl auf der Kreationstheorie, wird durch sie ermoglicht, d.h. nach der 
wrnn naes kénnten wir uns hypothetisch auf den anthropozentrischen Standpunkt 
stellen. Dieser Einwand jedoch, und somit der Anthropozentrismus, wird nur 
durch die Antwort des Philosophen behoben, der wir uns anschlieSen 
und zum Ergebnis gelangen, daf$ trotz der wrinn nex doch die Anschauung des 
Philosophen recht behilt. Das ware nun auf jeden Fall eine Schwachung der 
Kreationstheorie. Dies aber kann sicher nicht der Gedankengang des Autors 
gewesen sein, daf er dreimal die Schwierigkeiten, die sich fiir den Philosophen 
ergeben, unterstreicht, um dann als ,Hauptabsicht“ des Kapitels das Ergebnis 
zu bezeichnen, da& wir mit unserer Kreationstheorie von seinen Lésungen ab- 
hangig sind. — Stellen wir die drei Auffassungen iibersichtlich zusammen, so 
sehen wir: 1. Nach Narboni erhilt die L6sung (der Philosophen) eine Unter- 
stiitzung durch den wn (was aber nicht zu begriinden ist). 2. Nach Munk 
erhalt der win eine Unterstiitzung durch den Einwand, indem die Lésung der 
Philosophen abgelehnt wird — und dies offenbar auch sachlich, denn nur 
dann braucht man das Argument des Willens (wobei aber Maimonides sich auf 
den Standpunkt des Einwandes stellen und die von den Philosophen gegebene 
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weiter kommen, als bis zu einem Gradunterschied, der die 
Zweckmafigkeit als solche in ihrem Prinzip nicht erfaf’t. Dazu 
ist notig die Kreationstheorie und deren Argumentation. Die 
Kreationstheorie also, und die mit ihr verbundene Planmafig- 
keit der Schépfung, die, auf den ersten Blick doch die Zweck- 
mafigkeit der Schopfung eher bestarkt als die Ewigkeitstheorie, 
sie selbst liefert am Ende einen prinzipielleren Beweis gegen 
die Zweckmafigkeit, soweit sie dinglich aufgefaSt wird. 

In drei Variationen also sehen wir den Anthropozentris- 
mus widerlegt, verschieden in der Betonung des Individuellen 
und Generellen im Menschen — immer weiter zum Prin- 
zipiellen vordringend. In der Ablehnung des anthropozentrisch 
Orientierten Pessimismus, III 12, da wird noch das reine 
Quantitatsargument angewandt unter besonderer Betonung 
des Individuellen im Gegensatze zum Geschlecht; hier 
reicht es auch vollkommen aus. In der Ablehnung des Menschen 


Lésung widerlegen miifte). 3. Nach Ephodi wird der Einwand vom win 
unterstiitzt, aber nur hypothetisch, denn nach der philosophischen Lésung, die 
angenommen wird, wird sowohl der Einwand unhaltbar als auch der wn zu 
einer Konzession gezwungen. Gegeniiber diesen Auffassungen scheint doch unsere 
die einleuchtendste zu sein, daf$ hier wohl wisn im Gegensatz zur Lésung 
der Philosophen angefthrt wird, nicht aber da sich der win mit dem Einwand 
identifiziert, sondern da er ihn von sich aus widerlegt, aber im Sinne des 
Philosophen. Sachlich also mit den Philosophen ibereinstimmend, pole- 
misiert Maimonides nur gegen deren Argumentation. Der win wird hier 
angefuhrt nicht wegen des ,,unergriindlichen Willens“, um etwa auch eine den 
Philosophen entgegengesetzte anthropozentrische Theorie méglich zu machen — 
sondern wegen des aus dem win und nur aus ihm folgenden Argumentes 
gegen-den Anthropozentrismus. Es ist also nur ein neuer, verstarkter Hinweis 
auf die Argumentation in III 13. Also nicht ist hier eine Ubereinstimmung mit 
der Argumentation der Philosophen (Narboni, Ephodi), noch verlangt der wn 
auch sachlich auf dem Standpunkt des Einwandes zu beharren (Munk und hypo- 
thetisch auch Ephodi) — sondern der wnn bringt ein neues Argument gegen 
den Einwand. Gegen die Schwierigkeit des Einwandes wird geholfen durch den 
wn — und dadurch wird natiirlich auch der win gestarkt. Die Argumentation 
der Philosophen mu dann nicht widerlegt werden, da ja Maimonides mit 
ihrem Ergebnis einverstanden ist und sie nur als schwacher (und also iiberfliissig) 
bezeichnet, verglichen mit dem Argument aus win. Daf dies die Hauptabsicht 
eines besonderen Kapitels bilden kann, ist begreiflich. Allerdings kénnen wir 
das m5 in unserer Stelle nicht instrumental auffassen, und das mpny2 xo op muf, 
wie vielleicht nicht ganz iiblich, als ,im Sinne unseres Glaubens“ verstanden 
werden. 
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als Weltzweck und dadurch des dinglichen Weltzweckes iiber- 
haupt, III 13, da wird schon das neue Argument — vom 
Widerstreit des Dinges als Zweck mit der dinglichen Zweck- 
mafigkeit — eingefiihrt; daneben aber wird noch das friihere 
Argument in einer negativen Form zu einem Schlu8 a minori 
ad maius umgestaltet:48 Selbst die Spharen, da sie materie- 
gebunden sind, sind nicht vollkommen vor Gott, geschweige 
denn der tiefer stehende Mensch — wobei Mensch als 
Gattung*® betont wird. Hier waren noch beide An- 
schauungen, sowohl die von der Ewigkeit als auch die von der 
Erschaffung der Welt, gleich in dieser Beweisfiihrung. Erst 
dann, III 14, wird das Quantitatsargument in seiner ersten 
positiven Fassung wieder aufgenommen — wird als nur den 
Philosophen eigen bezeichnet und auch in seiner letzten Kon- 
sequenz — wenn man auch die Gattung nimmt — nur als 
Gradunterschied dargestellt, der uns nicht genitigen 
kann, da wir, vom Grundsatze der Sch6pfung ausgehend, eben 
die Zweckmafigkeit als solche widerlegen. 

Diese Variationen desselben Arguments waren _nichts- 
sagende uberfliissige Wiederholungen — fihrten sie nicht immer 
weiter, immer zwingender zur Verneinung der Zweckmafig- 
keit im Bereiche des Dinglichen. Von der Bestimmung eines 
Geschépfes — sei es des Menschen oder auch einesanderen 
— in der Welt kdnne nicht auch darauf geschlossen werden, 
' daf§ dieses Geschopf fiir die Welt Bestimmung wird. Im Be- 
reiche des mechanischen, dinglichen Geschehens da gibt es 
keinen anderen Zweck als den der Eigenexistenz; alles andere 
ist Tauschung oder Selbstiiberhebung. 

Aber die Welt ist nicht blo ein Mechanismus, der die 
Teleologie grundsdatzlich ausschlieBt, sie ist gleichzeitig 
auch noch etwas anderes; sie bildet auch eine hdhere Einheit, 
einen Organismus. Mit grof&em Nachdruck scharft Maimonides 
ein, da& man die Welt als ein einziges grofes Individuum, 


48 Dies durch Deutung des Verses: wn ona 7221 AN PON’ 8? ways 77 Oder 
.estn nbsor syns os AN... ppxy Nd pers yn, wobei may und ywrp als Spharen zu 
verstehen sind. 

49 Zur letzteren Gegeniiberstellung — ‘2 verps j> — wird hinzugefiigt: 
Mo) WN DD WH WITNT POM Np? Doyp > ,DIN TTDSD WS MOND 
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vergleichbar dem individuellen Lebewesen, ansehen mufs.°° Zu- 
nachst wird der Vergleich durchgefiihrt im auferen Aufbau 
des kosmischen, auch die Spharen umfassenden Globus — 
worauf wir hier nicht naher einzugehen brauchen. Ohne da 
wir zundchst auch auf die Herkunft dieses Gleichnisses ein- 
gehen, wollen wir hier betrachten, welche Bedeutung dies 
fiir Maimonides hatte. Und die bedeutenden Konsequenzen 
sind in zwei Punkten zu finden. 

Erstens in der Beziehung der Welt zu Gott. Diese Vor- 
stellung — namlich der Welt als Organismus — halt Mai- 
monides fiir unerlaf lich, um die Einheit Gottes zu er- 
kennen, um es zu erklaren, daf der Eine das Eine der Welt 
erschaffen hat.®! Bedenkt man, wie sehr Maimonides immer 
wieder davor warnte, die Attribute Gottes zu materialisieren, 
wie er auch bei der Einheit hervorhob, da sie nichts gemein 


50 Moreh 172 Anf.: >>> bs par nbar sd ams wes son 1bd29 sepon mo yt 
peo sds any wx som isw ne dos pupn bidan und mit diesem Nachdruck wiederholt 
im selben Kapitel. Die Anschauung Cassirers, Erkenntnisproblem 12, S.207, dak 
die Betrachtung der Welt als Organismus, bzw. die philosophischen Konsequenzen 
dieser Betrachtung erst ein Produkt der neueren oder genauer ,,der deutschen 
Naturphilosophie des 16. Jahrhunderts“ ist, wird durch die bei Maimonides 
erfolgte Behandlung dieser Grundansicht wesentlich korrigiert. 

51 Jbid.: pen by neva aso byw (n. Munk ay) sends pax omen est qo ran mt 93 
TNX 813 D398 TONTw 572 aNOM spy ms1...smN% own. Die Einheit, die hier ge- 
meint ist, kann wohl nicht im aristotelischen Sinne (Phys. VII 6; Metaph. XIL 8: 
&y dpa .., To mpditov xtvodv axtyytov: xat TO xwvoduevov doa ... By udvov’ elo Kou 
odeavos ydvos) verstanden werden. Auf diese aristotelische Anschauung, allerdings 
wie er sie durch Ibn-Sina modifiziert kannte (vgl. Munk, Melanges, S. 360), und 
auf die sich daraus ergebenden Schwierigkeiten fiir die Vielheit in der Welt geht 
Maimonides ausfiirlich in Il 22 ein. Aber gerade der Umstand, daf er dort den 
gottlichen Willen als Lésung fiir die Schwierigkeiten der Vielheit anfiihrt, zeigt, 
daf§ er selbst sich nicht auf eine eigene ,,Einheits“-Theorie in diesem Sinne 
berufen kann, was ja der Fall ware, wenn die Stelle hier, I 72, auch so zu ver- 
stehen ware. Man kann daher Munk, Guide I, S. 363 n. 3, nicht zustimmen, daf 
die Stelle hier eine Anspielung auf II 22 enthielte. Denn nicht blof die Einheit 
der Welt, sondern auch die Einheit Gottes muf im II 22 anders als die von 
Maimonides wirklich gelehrte aufgefaf{t werden. Wodurch allein sich der auf- 
fallende Widerspruch im Vergleich mit dem Feuer zwischen Il 22 und 153 — 
wie ihn Schem Tob und Munk, Guide Il, S. 173 n. 1, empfinden — sich erklaren 
laf&t. Es ist eben nur der Standpunkt Aristoteles’-Ibn Sinas, in bezug auf Gott 
und Welt, den Maimonides in Il 22 behandelt, um von ihm aus zu seiner 
Willenslehre zu gelangen. 
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haben kann mit unserer, uns fafSbaren Einheit®2 — so muf 
diese Stelle, wo die sichtbare eine Welt mit der Einheit Gottes 
in einem Atem genannt wird, befremdend anmuten. Da aber 
an der absoluten Immaterialitat der Einheit Gottes sicher nicht 
zu riitteln ist, so miissen wir eben die hier gelehrte Einheit 
der Welt als Organismus der géttlichen naherbringen und auch 
diese immateriell und rein als Idee verstehen. Also nicht 
allein wegen der dem organischen Individuum vergleichbaren 
inneren Zusammenhange und Wechselwirkungen wird dieses 
Bild als so wesentlich eingescharft, sondern vielmehr wegen 
der tiber jenen Teilzusammenhangen das Ganze ausmachen- 
den idealen Einheit. Der Einheit des Schdpfers steht das Ge- 
schaffene als Einheit zur Seite — das eine das andere be- 
weisend und beide ein drittes Existierendes ausschlieSend, wie 
es schon Maimonides vorwegnehmend friither behauptete.®*? Die 
Einheit der Welt als lebendiger Makrorganismus, obwohl er 
ja auch viel ,,Totes® in sich einschlieft,54 die Einheit als Idee, 
der Gottes korrespondierend, ist die eine Folgerung dieser 
Vorstellung. 

Die zweite Folgerung betrifft die Ordnung innerhalb der 
Welt. Die organische Einheit der Welt, die als beseelt zu 
denken ist, bedingt auch eine fiihrende Kraft in ihr, eine Ver- 
nunftbegabtheit, die, verschieden von der sonstigen in der Welt 
erscheinenden Vernunft, die ihren Weg durch die Vermittlung 
der Sphare nehmen®> muff — direkt von Gott herstammen 


52 Besonders Moreh 157, wo eben zwischen der Einheit des Geschaffenen 
und Gottes strenge unterschieden wird, da die Einheit beim Geschaffenen immer 
akzidentiell ist — sn ws 35 sin swH2 Neesd MP Ompo Noam NIMNT °2, — wahrend bei 
Gott monxs xb sn sin bos wxy by apis py monsn ps und weiter die Fortsetzung 
des Einheits-Attributes als eines negativen. 

53 Moreh 171: nop aby moms poet sees nn pry ows po pew myn 33 
ye 1>525 sees me xdx. Abnlich I 34: paw sim onyps snyp pmwps arya 1s 12 
ywpos sds awed got pst eayds meson ams sbbew np boom abs ywyer newn mon mNsD3. 

54 Moreh 1 72: 093.0939 09813 BW DYN) 64.0 SNS wR NIT TS MNMOT AT yD 
(Hr» HsoNo HyAD oNdis) oonss. Als Gegenstiick im Organismus des Lebewesens 
werden Knochen und Knorpel als o°"3 angefiihrt, die allerdings nicht tot, sondern 
empfindungslos sind; das mr» also im Makrorganismus ist wohl ebenso zu 
verstehen, dafs sich die betreffenden Teile der Zugehérigkeit zum Ganzen un- 
bewuft sind. 

55 Vel. Moreh II 10 und 12. 
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mag und somit eine Sonderstellung einnimmt.®® Von dieser der 
Welt innewohnenden Vernunft gehen jene Schépfungen aus, 
die als zweck bestimmt zu bezichnen sind, die nach festen 
Regeln entstehen und existieren, im Gegensatze zu den zu- 
fallig und absichts- und zwecklos entstehenden Lebewesen.°? 
Diese Vernunft, die das zweckbestimmte Dasein erzeugt, 
scheint fiir Maimonides allein aus dem organischen 
Charakter der Welt hervorzugehen. Zwar wetr- 
den die Vergleiche abwechselnd mit einem lebendigen Organis- 
mus iiberhaupt — auch dem nichtmenschlichen — und dann 
wieder mit dem ausgesprochen menschlichen durchgefiihrt, und 
zwar so, daf&, wo von der verniinftigen Planmafigkeit ge- 
sprochen wird, eben der Mensch zum Vergleich herangezogen 
wird.®8 Doch wird gerade im Zusammenhange mit der Einheit 
Gottes das Individuum im allgemeinen angefihrt,5® und auch 
sonst scheint man berechtigt zu sein, wegen der Verniinftigkeit 
der Weltordnung nicht die Bezeichnung Makrorganismus in die 
eines Makranthropos etwa vertauschen zu miissen. Der Unter- 
schied betrifft nicht allein die Nomenklatur und ist daher nicht 


56 Entsprechend dem *yepovixoy im Lebewesen wird 172 in der Welt eine 
Kraft genannt, die verbindend und konservierend wirkt und von deren Stellung 
gesagt wird: on bs 33 Nop Mpos man) xd on Dadam ges nim ox p19 y 13 we Mon ot 
xb ox ybpby tems). Die Frage also, ob diese Kraft die normale weltordnende ist 
oder eine besonders geartete, wird offen gelassen. 

57 Es sind dies 172 die nnsy or (jonbs yo Hype yes) und ony ends pen 
(snp Da ysux) — nach Munk (Guide I, S. 365 und 366): des espéces dont la 
génération a un but déterminé und des espéces qui n’ont pas de but. Sie 
unterscheiden sich dadurch, da die ersteren v0 Sy »2wa3 op, wahrend die 
letzteren nur eine Folge des allgemeinen Gesetzes vom Entstehen und Ver- 
gehen sind. 

58 Am Anfang wird allgemein sns wx gesagt, dann wird es gleich am 
Menschen, als Spezialfall, exemplifiziert: wns wx mn bwe yas by pow wo. 
Dann allerdings heif&t es wiederholt 545 yw 2, wo Maimonides auf die vier 
Krafte zu sprechen kommen will, deren hdchste der san n> ist; dann bei der 
Vernunftordnung o1x3w 12 oder bei den pms» 52, wo es heif&t maw i 
po 780 cys; dann bei Hervorhebung der Unterschiede wird rekapituliert: »3 yn 
B78 7330 wees wbbos obyn wet owe nom, dies auch nur wegen des dritten 
Unterschiedes, der sich auf den ->49 n> bezieht. 

59 An dieser Stelle wird deutlich vom Lebewesen im allgemeinen gesprochen 
MOTT wes sim 1D meson Ar p> ...795 myn ibs on sin goes ony m3 dann: 
wes bys pymsnd on InN wee sytem mt b> seyMw Fs p> AN. 
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irrelevant: wenn man nur den Menschen anfihrt, so ist es 
eine Analogie, ein Bild, und hat nur etwa metaphorischen 
Wert; sagt man aber Organismus, so ist das nicht etwas, dem 
die Welt bildlich gleicht, sondern etwas, das die Welt ist. 
Sieht man naher zu, so wird man unterscheiden, da; wo der 
Mensch herangezogen wird, dies nur in der Form eines Ve r- 
gleiches geschieht, ,,;wie der Mensch“ usw., dort aber, wo 
der Organismus generell angefiihrt ist, dies in Form einer P r 4- 
dikation geschieht; die Welt ist ein lebendes Individuum.® 

Dies wird noch klarer durch die Erérterung des Begriffes 
Mikrokosmos, die Maimonides in diesen Zusammenhang ein- 
schaltet. Er betont, daf§ wenn wir den Menschen Mikrokosmos 
nennen, wir dies nicht etwaals Umkehrung des Ver- 
gleiches der Welt mit dem Menschen nehmen diirfen; denn 
dieser Vergleich — oder wie wir sahen, die Aussage — aft 
sih durchwegs bei jedem Lebewesen durch- 
fiihren.6! Warum aber wird nur der Mensch so bezeichnet 
und nicht etwa der Esel oder das Pferd? Wegen seiner ihn 
besonders auszeichnenden Eigenschaft der Vernunft.® 


60 Vgl. die Beispiele vom Menschen oben Anm. 58. Beim allgemeinen 
Individuum heift es: sms pow 1m nnbois nods sin, ebenso spater nibs son b> 
ans yaw im mde. Diese Stelle iibersetzt Munk (I 362): ,,de méme tout cet 
univers est un seul individu“; hingegen die gleich darauffolgende Stelle 
87m STANT NSSw Hobs an Hed ann ys usw. (Tibbon: ws ssn mr bs ssn 
1 308) tibersetzt Munk (I 363): représenter l’ensemble de cette sphére comme 
un seul individu, vivant, etc. Also nicht eindeutig identifiziertend, etwa mit 
doppeltem Akkusativ, sondern vergleichend, wie wir es beim Menschen 
finden. Dies entspricht nicht dem Original. Gemeint ist eben als (engl. as), 
nicht wie (engl. ke). Darauf kommt es uns hier an. 

61 Jbid.: aasa sos3 mrospy 8d 258 cose wa 1dS22 obs moses abs mass atop yt 
pases p>bwn an eos owns wee S53 wos 1s prot ato yep oby sim 
(Munk, I 369: d’un organisme complet). 

62 Tbid.: mt WS 64.7270 MDA NIM DIN 1D IMM IST °3DD Mt DNS OND BIEN 
anda avn ops cay sansa nue sb papn. Falaquera, Moreh-Hamoreh, S. 53, bemerkt 
zu dieser Stelle: sywaw amd w o> wos podo pos> awes Sse omen ow mon 
saw anerpy obiym mr mve’s penser pena oss nays yup oy osm spw. Was nun 
die Urspriinge dieser Vorstellungen Mensch als Mikrokosmos und Welt als 
Makranthropos betrifft, so kann vorderhand darauf nicht naher eingegangen 
werden; Mikrokosmos wird von Aristoteles, de respir. 4, schon Demokritos zu- 
geschrieben, und der Makranthropos wird als philosophischer V er gleich bekannt- 
lich bei Plato durchgefiihrt, hangt aber mit viel alteren Vorstellungen zusammen. 
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Also: um die Verniinftigkeit der Welt zu beweisen, miisse sie 
nicht gerade ‘mit dem Menschen verglichen werden, hingegen 
kdnne nur der Mensch, wegen seiner Vernunft, mit der Welt 
verglichen werden. Soll hier nicht ein grober Denkfehler an 
dieser so pointierten Stelle vorliegen, so muf sie eben so ver- 
standen werden, da& hier drei Wege zuriickgelegt werden. 
1. Die Welt ist ein Organismus wie jeder andere, auch nicht 
vernunftbegabte. 2. Die Welt als Organismus — wie wir 
bereits sahen: als Idee — ist verniiftig; was nicht bei jedem 
organischen Individuum zutreffen mu. 3. Der Mensch, da ein 
vernunftbegabter Organismus, wird zur Welt riickver- 
¢lichen. Beziiglich der Vernunft also ist nicht die Welt dem 
Menschen ahnlich — dazu reicht ihr organischer Charakter 
aus —, sondern er ihr. Wenn die Welt mit dem Menschen 
verglichen wird, so ist es eben blo& bildliche Veranschaulichung. 
Zusammenfassend sehen wir nun zunachst, daf die Welt als 
Organismus: 1. eine absolute Einheit als Idee darstellt; 2. als 
organisch auch verniinftig ist; 3. als solche eine Zwecks-Rich- 


Fiir unseren Zweck vgl. Munk, Guidel, S.354 n.1. Auch die Verbindung beider 
Vorstellungen zu einer Art Korrelation war gegeben, vgl. Dieterici, Die Philo- 
sophie der Araber, S. 162 ff. und weitere Belege bei Kaufmann, Attributenlebre, 
S. 210 Anm. 188. Worauf es uns hier ankommt ist, daf$’ Maimonides eben 
diese Korrelation Mikrokosmos-Makranthropos durchbricht, um an Stelle des 
Makranthropos den Makrorganismus zu setzen. Klarer wird uns dies durch 
einen Vergleich etwa mit Jehudah Halevi. Auch Halevi (Kusari IV 3) ftihrt an: 
yup obs oaxm doa oss abn ppwibps wi sam, dies geschieht aber nur als einge- 
schaltete Bemerkung im Zusammenhange mit dem Versuch einer Rechtfertigung 
der anthropomorphen Bezeichnungen fiir Gott (om mot pps awp» ds 
x35) und dem Bestreben, dies auch von philosophischer Seite zu belegen. 
Darum muf Halevi den Vergleich so auffassen, daf$ er mit dem vollkommensten 
der Menschen gedacht ist, der fiir die anderen ftthrend ist: oven ow dy (d.h. 
sowohl der prophetischen als auch der philosophischen) bys met saw jor sb 
DIS 133 NWD som pn EY weEw ,OTN 9323w 51737 may sbx pyon. Da eben der 
Vergleich in Wirklichkeit nicht fiir die Welt, sondern fiir ihren Gott gelten 
soll. Das genaue Gegenteil sehen wir bei Maimonides: selbst der gewdhnliche 
Mensch ist ihm fiir den Vergleich zu viel — es geniigt vollkommen jeder 
fehlerlose Organismus. Und es ist eben kein Vergleich, sondern eine Aussage 
Denn nicht der bewufte Fihrer ist hier gemeint, sondern die durch den orga- 
nischen Charakter der Welt implicite enthaltene verniinftige Plan- und Zweck- 
mafiigkeit. Also mehr als in der Anwendung des landlaufigen Vergleichspaares 
Mikrokosmos-Makranthropos liegt die Bedeutung unserer Stelle in der korri- 
gierenden Umdeutung dieser Vergleiche. 
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tung hat in ihrem Erzeugen. So ist die Welt der idealen organi- 
schen Einheit — zum Unterschiede von der Welt als Mechanis- 
mus der vielfaltigen Wirklichkeit. 

Daf diese Auffassung der Welt als einheitlichen Organis- 
mus nicht allein bildlich und als Analogie zu nehmen ist, 
beweist die Tatsache, daf$ Maimonides diese Anschauung auch 
der Beweisfiihrung fiir die Einheit Gottes zugrundelegt. Was 
in I 72 nur angedeutet wird, ist spater, unter den Beweisen 
fiir die Einheit Gottes durchgefiihrt: aus der Einheit der Welt 
folgt die Einheit Gottes.6? 

Und in diesen Zusammenhang gehért auch die Darstellung 
in I 69, wo Gott als Zweck bezeichnet wird. Hier wird 
zunachst die Frage behandelt, welche Bezeichnung addquater 
ist, Agens oder Causa. Gegeniiber Agens, das wohl deutlicher 
den Kreator ausdriickt, zieht Maimonides Causa vor, da dieses 
eben den Zweck inbegreift, als causa finalis, obwohl 
es das kreatorische Moment nur nach einer Uberlegung, also 
schwacher, mit zum Ausdruck bringt. Causa in ihrer vierfachen 
Bedeutung — enthaltend auch Agens, Form und Zweck —, die 
bei Gott eins sind, driickt das Gesamte der géttlichen Stellung 
aus. Daf diese Darstellung mit der Auffassung der Welt als 
Makrorganismus innerlich zusammenhangt, werden wir spater, 
bis wir den Charakter des Organismus bei Maimonides be- 
sprechen, noch naher sehen. Hier sei nur auf folgendes hin- 
gewiesen. Bei allen vier Arten der Causa sind zu unterscheiden 
nahe und weitere Ursachen. So auch Form und Zweck. Gott ist 
also letzter Zweck, ebenso wie letzte Form.** In dieser 
Bezeichnung als Letzter liegt aber nicht blof& das Moment der 
Progression bis zu einem letzten, mit den vorangehenden 
gleichartigen Gliede, sondern das eines Bedeutungs- 
wandels. Der Ausgangspunkt sind zwar die vier physikali- 


63 Moreh Il 1, der Abschnitt beginnend sim ns yn, der ganz auf dem 
in 1 72 dargelegten Gedankengang basiert. Wiederum wird von der Einheit 
des Geschaffenen auf die des Schdpfers geschlossen: yotn mts 2”2 75 Kann 332 nn 
any owpysaw dy umn ons abs syesn nvnw. Auch hier wird nur vom allgemeinen 
Individuum, nicht vom Makranthropos, geschlossen (ans wx 15> xxeon °2). 

64 Moreh I 69: simw 13 (Ss TET TI wR SIT mayo Osa em ToT an 
nis1¥7 M71¥ Nw aa19MKA Mn. Ebenso beim Zweck: 2 rPsn ‘mn sim 7D OM 
nidbonn me> sn sine 13 WON] TET MS 6. PINT DT. 
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schen Formen der Ursachen, dann werden auch Zwecke in einer 
Reihe aufgezahlt, als waren alle vom selben Charakter,® in 
Wirklichkeit aber ist der letzte Zweck ein Sprung in eine 
andere Sphire. 

Dies wird uns klarer durch eine Betrachtung von III 13. 
Hier wird ausdriicklich zwischen einem letzten Zweck und 
dem Zweck im physikalischen Sinne ein Unterschied gemacht.®* 
Der physikalische Zweck wird ohne weiteres zugegeben; was be- 
stritten wird, ist nur der letzte Zweck fiir das gesamte Dasein. 
Soweit der Zweck causa finalis bedeutet — soweit ist er blof 
nachster Zweck, nicht letzter.67 Zumindest nicht letzter in 
unserem Sinne. Denn wahrend wir beziiglich der ersten 
Zwecke mit Aristoteles zusammengehen, sie namlich als causae 
finales bezeichnen, wird auf eine Divergenz zwischen unserer 
Auffassung und der aristotelischen in bezug auf den letzten 
Zweck klar hingedeutet. Auch bei ihm mag es einen letzten 
Zweck geben; er ist aber wesentlich nicht verschieden vom 
ersten. Wahrend der erste die Vollkommenheit des Indivi- 
duums, bezogen auf sein Genus, bedeutet, ist der letzte Zweck 
eben nichts anderes als die Vollkommenheit des Genus, wieder 
bezogen auf sein Nachsthdheres, auf die Kontinuitat seiner 
Form, und ist schlieSlich erfiillt in der Kontinuitat des 
Entstehens und Vergehens.®® Auch der letzte Zweck 
also bleibt bei Aristoteles im Bereiche des Physischen und unter- 
scheidet sich vom ersten nur quantitativ oder graduell — denn 
beim natiirlichen ProzefS§ des Entstehens und Vergehens macht 
er Halt. Nach einem letzten Zweck in unserem Sinne be- 


65 Jbid.: mbon wenn bond wpsd 75 w> bon 1b awe saan o> pmdon dea pays ny poy, 
dazu wird das Beispiel vom Stuhl angefiihrt, dessen Zweck das Sitzen ist, der 
Zweck des Sitzens ist die Erhebung des Sitzenden usw. 

66 Moreh TIL 13: 1398 dsx pysw egos do mbon by snpnn mysen neonnw pps 
73 popm mts 19957 we AII9NNT Ndonn. 

87 Nach der Anfithrung der Identitat der causa efficiens, formalis und 
finalis bei den natiirlichen Dingen wird hinzugefiigt: na1ws-an mbonn bs am. 

68 Jbid.: roann sn pyen wbxd 15s manne mbonmw wos mot 7d my wR 
soem minn; dann, nach Aufzahlung der Zweckabstufung: mann pod mmnsn mdsnm 
TOETM AMT Jwens msn mst. Wir sahen in I 72 (vgl. oben Anm. 57), daf$ auch die 
pense mds on, d.h. die nicht aus dem organischen Charakter der Welt hervor- 
gehenden und daher nicht zweckbestimmten Geschdpfe ihren Ursprung haben 
im 55.95 sopnm annn yay. 
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steht fir ihn nicht einmal eine Frage. Diese Frage 
nach einem letzten Zweck, der nicht nur graduell, sondern 
essentiell vom ersten Zweck verschieden ist, besteht nur fiir 
uns, d. h. fiir die Anhanger der Kreation.®® Allerdings wird 
sie hier, innerhalb des natiirlich-dinglichen Daseins, negativ 
beantwortet. 

Nun wird uns auch der Gedankengang in I 69 verstand- 
licher. Gott wird hier als letzter Zweck, Zweck der 
Zwecke, genannt — als eben derjenige Zweck, der spater ab- 
gelehnt wird. Und zwar wird er auch hier als causa finalis 
bezeichnet — dies aber in einem spezifischen Sinne. Denn 
nicht allein deswegen ist Causa vor Agens als Attribut vorzu- 
ziehen, weil Causa bei Gott auch alle anderen causae — also 
auch die causa formalis und finalis — mit inbegreift.7° Dies, 
die Vereinigung aller drei causae in Eins, finden wir bei allen 
nattirlichen Dingen und dennoch bleibt die causa finalis 
nur im Bereiche der ersten Zwecke. Das Spezifische ist, daf 
eben hier Gott zugleich causa finalis und doch Endzweck 


69 Jbid.; als Schlu8 der Zweckabstufung: moapn nyt vb 12 nee poym ids 
pawn w ...19553 nba wins nyt od oso ...15553 massed maminen mdbonn ndosw Svsn 
noany nbswn nsw. Die Ausdriicke wb522 msyxnd (snoxs mindd>) und 1523 abn 
(nnos3 absyds) sind nicht zufiallig, da es sich beim ersteren nur um ein Fortschreiten 
in der Rethe Individuum — Genus handelt, wahrend beim Begriff der Kreation 
der Begriff W elt eine neue, mehr als blof quantitative Bedeutung hat. Allerdings 
ist es fehlerhaft, von der Erschaffung derW elt ausgehend einen Zweck fiir mss zu 
suchen, darum heift es auch gleich darauf (nibs sta 525) myyson nr dsb mbonn mes. 
Uber diese terminologische Frage wird noch spater ausftihrlicher zu sprechen sein. 

70 Es méchte so den Anschein haben an der Stelle 169: ‘ sinw anys ntda 
ambam ans odin Syap memew som mao why ibs Snbow nap aby. Diese Identitat wird 
aber auch yon allen Naturdingen behauptet in II 13, wo es sich dennoch nur 
um den nachsten Zweck handelt; vgl. oben Anm. 67. Sal. Maimon, Gibeat 
Hamoreh z. St., betrachtet diese Identifikation als solche ftir entscheidend in 
unserem Zusammenhange, weshalb es ihn wundert, daf’ Gott nicht auch als 
letzte Materie bezeichnet wird — und dies durchaus vom Standpunkte Maimo- 
nides’, namlich der Kreation ex nihilo, ausgehend (obwohl er einleitet sbpnd w» 
ppwian dy), indem er argumentiert: 335 mbonm msn dyer bpm ann maa ax 2 
MM e..gTBIp Wain mises mand mass TIwss -Aeenn maom po Bl im nde 
abym own as ame. Daf nicht diese Identifikation an sich fiir Maimonides die 
Hauptsache hier war, sondern ihre Interpretation in seinem eigenen Sinne, 
sagt er ja selber: ‘21 Syren snnw ‘om is tesa 78 Tree Dy > NSN PID MTS nn, 
wahrend die Identifikation selbst von Maimonides nur geduldet wird: -ws amyww 
pmdy vox proms sd. S. Neumark: Geschichte der jiidischen Philosophie I, S. 395. 
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ist. Hier wiederum wird die Bedeutung der ,,Letztheit“ an 
der causa formalis ausfiihrlich erdrtert, das aber ebenso 
fiir die causa finalis gilt. Gott wird auch als letzte Form 
bezeichnet. Dabei aber halt es Maimonides fiir ndtig, eindring- 
lich zu betonen, daf er unter letzter Form nicht die aristo- 
telische meint, d. h. nicht diejenige, die im Regressus der 
nattirlichen Formen als letzte, ungeworden und unver- 
ganglich, gilt. Denn jene Form ist natiirlich und der Materie 
inharent — wahrend unsere letzte Form separat ist und trans- 
zendent.71_ Was hier unter der letzten Form bei Aristoteles 
verstanden werden soll, kénnen wir dahingestellt lassen;7? 
eines ist sicher, daf$ auch sie beim Entstehen und Vergehen 
Halt macht und auch sie im Naturhaften bleibt. Also nicht 
anders als der aristotelische letzte Zweck, wie er III 13 be- 
schrieben wurde. Es erganzen sich also beide Darstellungen 
in der Weise, daf wir die Trennung zwischen erstem und 
letztem Zweck und die Charakteristik des letzteren III 13 
entnehmen kénnen, diesen aber analog der Darstellung der 
letzten Form in I 69 behandeln diirfen — schon gestiitzt 
auf die gleiche Charakterisierung der aristotelischen Auffas- 
sung sowohl vom letzten Zweck als auch von der letzten Form, 
die beide in beiden Kapiteln abgelehnt werden. 

Der Zweck also, als welcher Gott bezeichnet wird, ist 
ebenso jenseits des Naturhaften und Materiellen, ebenso sepa- 
rat, wie dies von der Bezeichnung Gottes als letzte Form gilt. 
Der Begriff der Zweckursache, der fiir die natiirlichen Dinge 
nur den ersten Zweck bedeutet, bekommt fiir Gott einen ande- 
ren Sinn, ebenso wie die Formursache. In beiden ist er nicht 
allein letztes Glied einer wesensgleichen Kette — sondern ein 
Neues, Wesensverschiedenes. Und dieses Neue, der separate 
Zweck, der in der dinglichen Welt wohl gesucht werden mag, 


TL Moreh 1 69: mxd sos son pbyn bob sarin xn anny oa unexw senn sh 
ney sy ow mastm sem men o> mops sdr ann onda senw ...mby woo ses ows monn 
sap) bow sb, was dann weiter als smnd sux erklart wird. 

72 Auf das Schwierige hier hat zuerst Narboni, Kommentar, S. 14, hinge- 
wiesen. Vgl. auch Munk, Guide I, S. 319 n. 1. Besonders aber hat Neumark diese 
Stelle zum Ausgangspunkt seiner weitgehenden Untersuchungen genommen; 
vgl. loc. cit., S. 284 ff. (bes. S. 285 Anm. 3) und S. 398. Es wiirde von unserem 
Thema weit abfihren, wollten wir auf diese Gedankengange naher eingehen. 
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aber vergebens, da eben dort nur die natiirliche causa finalis 
anzutreffen ist, d. h. der erste Zweck — besteht fiir die Welt, 
sofern sie als ideale Einheit, als Organismus angesehen wird. 
Und ebenso wie es von Gott als letzter Form gilt, da er nicht 
der Welt als Form hinzukommt, sondern die Welt in ihm als 
Form enthalten ist,7* so gilt es auch vom Zweck, nicht daf die 
Welt Gott zum Zweck hat, sondern daf sie in ihm, als Zweck, 
enthalten ist. 

Es ist somit nicht allein ein und derselbe Zweck, der in 
einem Falle abgelehnt, im anderen aber zugegeben wird, son- 
dern es sind zwei im Grunde verschiedene Zweck- 
begriffe. Der eine mute aus dem dinglichen Dasein her- 
vorgehen, und da kann er nicht ein letzter sein in unserem 
Sinne — der andere, dem Makrorganismus entsprechend, ihn 
ausmachend, kann ein letzter, separater Zweck sein. Aus der 
Verschiedenheit der zwei Welten, der mechanischen und der 
organischen, gehen die Zweckbegriffe hervor. Es ist daher be- 
greiflich und unsere Darstellung nur bekraftigend, da Mai- 
monides in beiden Zusammenhadngen von zwei verschiedenen 
5» Welten® spricht. Von einer Welt, als Einheit, ist nur dort 
die Rede, wo vom letzten-separaten Zweck gesprochen wird. 
Die Terminologie ist konsequent eingehalten: In I 69 wird fast 
durchwegs ,,Welt“ gebraucht, in I 72 wird vom Dasein als 
Gesamtheit, als Einheit gesprochen; ja man konnte sprachlich 
auch das Wort Kosmos verwenden. Hingegen wird in III 13 
nur diese ,,Existenz“, oder das Daseiende, ohne jeden Hinweis 
auf die Einheitlichkeit dieses Daseins, gebraucht. Es handelt 
sich eben nur um das empirische, in einer Vielheit erschei- 
nende Dasein — das Wort Welt dafiir kommt nicht vor.7* 


73 Moreh1 69: Abgelehnt wird owsd any ‘rm sin mw, sondern das Verhiltnis 
zur Welt ist: no sin na sws amy > ew ows sat (fads #54305) ssn mot 1b ann 
phd ssn on? > anim annex o»pnn myysy ,simw. Dies macht den Eindruck, dafs 
nn hier im iibertragenen Sinne gebraucht wird, als Bild. Die Ubersetzung Munks 
(Guide I, S. 320): Dieu est Al’univers ce qu’est la forme 4 la chose qui a formé“ 
tragt dieser Nuance, die in mot> (Hbi203) sich ausdriickt, nicht ganz Rechnung. — 
Weiter heift es als Erklarung ,,fiir Form der Formen“: > myxo wx simp s217> 
prngs gone nun cbys amstaw (sos) 1920 ,novp 11 vox narINNS Joos Movpr pops my. 

74 In I 69 ist durchwegs, mit Ausnahme der einen in der nachsten An- 
merkung zu besprechenden Stelle, die Rede von pdsyds, so nm ndsyyds Sysxp on 
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Diese terminologischen Unterschiede miissen genau beriicksich- 
tigt werden, um das Ganze richtig zu beurteilen. Charakte- 


apxa, dann arsa in obsyds fing om (Guide I, wn), dann sbayds: yrord Hands: Hxds 
oder Hvaxds adsyhs Hx (1, wp b). In I 72 wechselt pbsybs, das in der Regel ge- 
braucht wird, mit einem ihm gleichkommenden Ausdruck ab: nnbv 33 nibs 
oder xnnbdvis Hsbx (I, nb), Hobs ain Hbvi (1, pb), andeis mhbds (1, x’p b). 
Dieses so konsequent im ganzen Kapitel verwendete Al.» hat seinen mol be- 
griindeten Sinn. Das vieldeutige Wort o>; das gleichzeitig Summe und ver- 
schmelzen und schmiicken heifst, ist wohl am besten geeignet, das geordnete, 
zu einer Einheit verschmolzene Dasein unter besonderer Hervorhebung seiner 
Einheitlichkeit zum Ausdruck zu bringen und kommt daher dem Worte nbxy, 
das eine Einheit bedeutet, gleich; ja durch die Nebenbedeutung von ,,schmiicken* 
enthalt es noch eine Nuance mehr: die von xécwo:, das von xospety herkommt. 
Oft aber wird das |}. noch mit obxy verbunden, und wir haben in I 72 wieder- 
holt den Ausdruck nnbeis absybs (Guide I, ‘p, pb, s"p b, xp b, "p), worin die Ver- 
bindung beider Worte die erwiinschte einheitliche Geordnetheit noch klarer be- 
tont. Und bei diesem so iiberwiegenden Gebrauch ist wohl auch so zu verstehen 
der vereinzelt vorkommende, etwas schwachere Ausdruck 155 minds sin (I, pb), 
das aber weiter unten ersetzt wird durch das noch pragnantere spnovds mhbs x17 
me xsoxdo°45x (Tibbon: 15 wot 7s suven meson mt, Munk, I, S. 363: 
cet étre bien constitué dont nous parlons). Hingegen wird III 13 gleich einge- 
leitet mit der Frage nach dem Zweck in minds xin (Guide II, 32; Tib.: msxan 71) 
ohne jeden Hinweis auf die einheitliche Gesamtheit des Daseins, und auch 
weiter nitbs san 525 (IIL, 2”> b u. v. a.) oft unter Betonung des 7, also des empirisch 
gegebenen; nirgends, mit Ausnahme von einem Male fiir Aristoteles, wird das 
Wort sbsy verwendet. Nur einmal kommt das Wort nbs; vor — II, 2"2b: 
snbs Hoaid town sdb —, aber auch nicht in der starkeren Form sndyis tinbds, 
wie es in I 72 vorkommt, und auch dies nur in der einleitenden Bemerkung im 
Zusammenhang mit dem etwas schwacheren wpa yx7 px. Sicher ist Folgendes: In 
den Kapiteln, in denen die Teleologie bejaht wird, liegt der Schwerpunkt auf der 
Einheitlichkeit der Welt — auf obxy oder dui, das die Verbindung zu einer 
Einheit ausdriickt — wahrend bei der Ablehnung des Zweckes nur das empirische 
Dasein — nin oder nibs stn — vorwiegt. Dazu ist zu erwagen, dafS in (myyxn) 
fiir Maimonides immer etwas Akzidentielles war, im Gegensatz zum amin» nnox 
nama) nme pypnn — imxyn einer Sache, wie es im I 46 ausgefihrt, aber an mehreren 
anderen Stellen (I, 33, 36, 57 u.a.) behandelt wird. Darum wird ja auch in I 69, 
wo von Gott als der letzten separaten Form die Rede ist, gesagt, da das Dasein, 
das durch ihn verliehen wird, eben nicht akzidentieller Natur ist, sondern innos 

nrenxsi mpm — amma der Sache ausmacht. (Vgl. Neumark, Joc. cit., S. 399.) Dem- 
nach kann sich sibs x45 nur auf das empirische, nicht das in seinem wahren 
Wesen sich reprasentierende Dasein beziehen. Darum war es auch notig, sowohl 
in I 69 als auch in I 72, wenn vom Dasein gesprochen wird, hinzuzufiigen, er- 
klarend oder aussagend, daf$ es sich um das einheitliche, als Welt geordnetes 
Ganze handelt; so I 69: nbxpbs oa mynd mins 5x owhs sin (Guide I, xb) und 
72: mg son nere ym — Fy eos n91d1 Spnoebs mincby xin fg on in ps dyn 
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ristisch fiir den Sprachgebrauch ist die Stelle, wo die letzte 
Form zuerst als Regression, die von den empirischen Formen 
ausgeht, behandelt wird — und wo von der ,,gesamten Existenz“ 
die Rede ist; hingegen gleich darauf, wo die Reservation 
in bezug auf den wahren Sinn der letzten Form hier — daf sie 
eben nicht mehr Fortsetzung des Empirischen ist — gemacht 
wird, da wird gleich das Ganze der Welt eingefiihrt.75 


peo sds msysen swren ssean nt — (I, 1p b). Es darfalso als erwiesen betrachtet werden, 
da der Sprachgebrauch an der antiteleologischen Stelle (III 13) und den proteleo- 
logischen (I 69, 72) eben auf zwei verschiedene Gesichtspunkte der Betrachtung 
des weltlichen Daseins hinweist; tiber III 25 weiter unten. Wenn daher Munk 
(Guide TH, S. 82, 84, 89 u. a.) das Wort mn mit ,univers“ iibersetzt, es also 
terminologisch gleichsetzt sogar dem nbsy besonders in I 72 (vgl. z. B. mehrere 
Male Guide I, S.361, 362 u. v.a.), das er auch mit ,,univers“ iibersetzt — so tragt 
das sicherlich bei, den, wie wir sehen, wesentlichen Unterschied im Sprachgebrauch 
zu verwischen. Vgl. Guide III, S. 78, n. 1, wo Munk iiber die Grundbedeutung 
desWortes nds, als trouver = finden, spricht und die Stelle dort wortlich so deutet 
und nicht in seinem philosophisch-technischen Sinne ,,d’étre ou d’univers*. Wenn 
man ,,étre“ und ,univers“ eben nicht gleichsetzt, so kommt min dem ersteren 
naher, gerade von trouver ausgehend, als dem letzteren. Munk verfahrt auch 
ganz frei und nicht einheitlich in der Terminologie; wahrend er z. B., wie gesehen, 
in der Regel nin und ebenso 171 -ninwds (suns) (Guide I, nx) wiederholt mit 
,univers“ (Guide I, S. 353) tibersetzt — lautet die oben erwdhnte Stelle I 72 
g.E.: 93051 Spmoods 3121058 sin Hong om stn bei Munk (I 374): que telle est 
la forme de cet étre dont l’existence est... constituée. Also eben in» nicht 
mit dem die Einheitlichkeit der Welt enthaltenden univers, sondern mit dem 
schwacheren Sein und Existieren ausgedriickt. (Auch Scheyer iibersetzt III 13 im 
Anfang ,,Zweck des Universums*; nur Weif, II, S.62, hat zwar richtig: ,,Zweck 
des Seienden‘, spricht aber gleich in Anm.1 zum Kap. vom ,letzten Zweck 
des Universums“...) 

75 Moreh I 69, in der Regression, heif’t es (Guide I, wn b): HvSsbs Hedy om 
nisogon Soo yn monn oem — 712158 yi wp, wahrend es dann, als der spezi- 
fische Charakter Gottes als letzter Form betont werden soll, heift: Huxds 
— smnsn ohn mx —obsy5s yuid dvaxds (wobei Tibbon hier das yrxi nicht 
beriicksichtigt, wie im vorigen). Hier hat Munk die Nuancierung genau durch- 
geftihrt (Guidel, S.318), das erstemal iibersetzt er: ,,cette forme derniére de tout 
Pétre“; dann aber ,la forme derniére de tout univers“. Ahnlich, wenn 
auch nicht so charakteristisch, ist es in I 13. Wenn von der Ablehnung des 
Zweckes vom Standpunkte der Ewigkeit der Welt gesprochen wird, heift es 
(Guide I, 2b) 15555 mixed mannan mbes — nn sosa tindd Aysyds fds, wahrend 
die sich aufwerfende Frage vom Standpunkte der Kreation gleich im Sinne dieses 
Kapitels formuliert wird fiir 713158 xin 52. Munk (Guide IIL, S. 89) tibersetzt 
dies ,,tout cet univers“ ebenso, wie er zwei Zeilen vorher fiir pbxybs Arn auch 
»univers“ gebraucht. Hingegen ist Scheyer (S. 64) hier genauer: im ersten Falle, 
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Und so hat jedes Geschaffene seine Stellung sowohl als 
Ding als auch als Teil der Welt. In seiner ersteren Stellung 
kann wohl auch von einer Art letzten Zweck gesprochen 
werden — aber so kann es nur der Selbstzweck des Dinges 
sein. In seiner letzteren Stellung aber da ist Gott der letzte 
Zweck. Und da beide Zweckmafigkeiten zugleich und 
nebeneinander bestehen, hat Maimonides in der Még- 
lichkeit der Doppeldeutung des Bibelverses, Prov. XVI 4, 
Gott hat alles fiir sich geschaffen, erklart. Fiir ,,sich“ heifst 
beides: fiir das Ding, also Selbstzweck, und fiir Gott.7® 
Es ist hier keine Umdeutung, wie oft bei Maimonides, son- 
dern der Hinweis auf die Duplizitat des Zwecks. 

Diese Doppelstellung aber, die von allen Dingen be- 
hauptet wird, gilt nicht weniger vom Menschen. Daf er 
als Zweck der Welt, auch der sublunaren, abgelehnt wurde, 
haben wir bereits gesehen. Er war ja auch der Ausgangspunkt 
fir die Ablehnung aller Zwecklichkeit in der Welt der 
Dinge. Jene zweite Zwecklichkeit aber, die in der Welt als 
Organismus, bekommt fiir ihn eine noch gesteigerte, neue Be- 
deutung. Denn sie ist ihrer Natur nach, um in neuerer Ter- 
minologie zu sprechen, nicht explikativ, sondern normativ.™ 
Wo die Erklarung Gottes als letzten Zweck der Welt gegeben 
wird, da wird in einem Atem auch die normative Bedeutung 
dieser Zwecklichkeit betont. Gott ist der letzte Zweck, und 
Zweck alles Existierenden ist es auch, sich ihm in seiner Voll- 
kommenheit anzugleichen.7® Wobei die zweite Halfte des 
Satzes nur als explikative Erganzung der ersten zu verstehen 
ist. Hier aber, wo der Zweck als Sollen zum Vorschein 
kommt, ist es der Mensch, dem er in erster Reihe aufgegeben 
ist. Als Objekt ist er geringfiigig, gleich allen anderen Dingen, 


im Zusammenhange mit der Ewigkeit der Welt, iibersetzt er: ,,nach dem letzten 
Zweck des Universums*“, dann aber fiir nabs sin ,,.Daseyn“ oder ,,Schdpfung*. 
Vel. vorige Anmerkung. 

76 Moreh TL 13: o> 3d yer bs sw mon mt mw awes — anayed 9 Syp 55 sox 
‘yy egy yyad wwe nom ,dyrn dx sw nm. Also gleichzeitig deutet in3yud auf beides 
hin, auf das Ding und auf Gott. 

7 Vel. Eisler, loc. cit., S. 68 f. 

78 Moreh\ 69 g.E.: nigsnn o"3 boa modomy pomsn sot b> mon in sin p> os 
ndioon op rnind ws, 
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als Subjekt aber steht er zur Zweckhaftigkeit der Welt in 
einem besonderen Verhaltnis. 

Denn auch die Doppelstellung des Menschen tritt bei 
Maimonides klar zutage. Sie driickt sich am besten aus im 
Verhaltnis Individuum — Genus, das wir bereits friiher, bei 
Behandlung des Anthropozentrismus, gestreift haben und nun 
naher besehen wollen. In der Widerlegung des Pessimismus 
Alrasi’s wird zunachst als Argument angefiihrt die irre- 
fiihrende Betrachtung nur des menschlichen Individuums (und 
die damit verbundene Ansicht von seiner zentralen Wichtig- 
keit).79 Der Mensch miisse als Geschlecht betrachtet werden, 
dann erweisen sich die Leiden des Individuums als irrelevant, 
im Verhaltnisse zum Geschlecht. Ja, die Voraussetzung dieser 
Leiden, die K6rperlichkeit des Menschen, gibt uns erst die 
Moglichkeit, tiberhaupt die Menschen als 
Genus zu betrachten.® Es ist also nicht nur akziden- 


79 Moreh II 12 Anf.: 320 woss pr myrson wns xd... 253m Soon ar min 
mnsys mn dip myexer o> boo b> mom ont nda: 85 a4. Tibbon gibt das Moment 
des Individuellen in der zweiten Halfte, im sys, nicht so genau wieder; denn 
im Original wird es betont: jxo28 pws sos minds sony sb... ndfes Srsdos san po 
mysw bax yo mds minds ps Sand b> Sismn vn xd = (Guide II, n; Munk: pour sa 
personne). Dies wird wiederholt betont: ;>2 >w>x myp> od> omswne 75m poo 
ain — (jxooxds ma pxsws pysd; Dl nb). Dann weiter: jxosxbs ma psiwe ds 
primds (Tibbon wieder nicht pragnant genug: osxxesn osm os3 bow; Munk: 
tous les individus de [espéce humaine). Dann: 3s jo stds jan wba shy 
ypp nsw (cbid.), Tibbon nur allgemein: 725 yyays men mysenw swnn aye xdwn; 
dann: oon pws 133 cwese 9 poyyy on 1ewos mbar myst om. 

80 Jbid. (sn pon) hei&t es: moan mower smn an gb owes topr o ads 
nea’, weiter wird die K6rperlichkeit und die mit ihr verbundene Rezep- 
tivitat, oder Impressivitat, als der Grund, im Genus zusammengefaft zu werden, 
bezeichnet: »w>s 85 wos 1300 NBD37 A971 MAND Nd MwyEd Sapp onda mom wdaw 
j>e. Wenn Scheyer tibersetzt: ,,und das aus ihm Gewordene konnte wohl etwas, 
aber nicht das Einzelwesen einer Gattung sein“, so gibt er das yu pws xd sydw 
nicht genau wieder. Die Erklarung der hier angeftihrten Kontradiktion scheint 
durch Ephodi pragnanter gegeben zu sein als durch die ,,Vereinfachung* Munks 
(Guide Il, S. 72 n. 1). Daf nun das Ubel mit der K6rperlichkeit verbunden und 
durch sie bedingt ist, als die ihr notwendigerweise anhaftende Steresis (vgl.I 17), 
und daf$ alles. Ubel eben nur die Materie trifft und nicht die Form, jede Form 
aber, mit Ausnahme der separaten Intelligenzen, Materie voraussetzt — dies war 
bereits friiher III 10 g. E. und II 8 g. Anf. dargelegt. Hier wird dies nicht blof 
wiederholt, sondern es tritt die Rezeptivitat als neues Moment hinzu, und zwar 
besonders mit Riicksicht auf die Genusbildung. 
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tiell und erklarbar, wenn das menschliche Individuum leidet, 
sondern diese Beschaffenheit ist geradezu eine Notwendigkeit 
fiir sein Genus. Als in ein Genus zusammenfafbar also ist der 
Mensch ein Ding wie alle anderen, an die Materie gebunden. 
Daher ist er auch als Genus nichts anderes als die anderen. 
Die Einheit von Agens, Form und Zweck, die wir etwa bei 
ihm antreffen, bleibt eine Einheit im Genus ®! und nicht 


81 Moreh II 13: ,smx mbonm myn Syn nem pyysen paysw YON NZ 735 
pos ans bm, Als Beispiel wird die Zeugung eines Menschen angefiihrt, wie es 
auch in der beziiglichen Stelle der aristotelischen Physik II 7 geschieht: dv) ewmos 
iv yap &vOpwmov yewva. Maimonides fiigt nur erlauternd hinzu: pos tnx 5’ — 
yiuoxs sons aps. Was soll damit gesagt sein? Die allgemeine Auffassung geht 
dahin, da sich dies auf den Charakter der Einheit der Ursachen bezieht: sie, 
die Ursachen, seien gleich in der Art; so Scheyer und Munk in ihren Uber- 
setzungen. Was aber durch diese Gleichheit in der Art ausgeschlossen werden 
soll, ist doch nicht zu ersehen. Munk (Guide II, S. 86 n. 3) fiihrt die Stelle 
aus dem Kommentar Ibn-Roschds an, der auch einschrinkend interpretiert: 
unum secundum subjectum et plures secundum definitionem; also 
unterschieden zwischen dem realen Subjekt und der logischen Stellung. Dies 
aber auch als die Absicht Maimonides’ aufzufassen, wie Neumark, Joc. cit., 
S. 395 Anm. 1, will, ist doch nicht gut méglich. Wie soll die Einheit der 
Ursachen, ,,die Einheit in der Art“ gerade besagen: ,,die einzelnen Momente 
sind trotzdem logisch auseinanderzuhalten“? Ist doch die Art gerade die 
Grundlage der Definition, und durch Betonung der Art kann unméglich die 
AusschlieSung der Definition beabsichtigt sein. Wohl konnte es Ibn-Roschd, 
der auch gleichzeitig und folgerichtig zwischen generatio und generabilia 
unterscheidet, also zwischen tatsachlicher Zeugung (wo die Einheit stattfindet) 
und potentieller Zeugbarkeit, wo die drei noch getrennt sind. Doch diesen 
Unterschied macht Maimonides, wie Neumark richtig bemerkt, nicht. Mit dem 
Weefall aber von dieser Unterscheidung wird auch die andere haltlos. — Dieses 

__jrea. ans bekommt aber einen Sinn, wenn man es nicht als Charakteristik der 
Einheit und auf die Ursachen bezogen auffaft, sondern das pus als auf die 
Naturdinge, auf die o»ysw oy bezieht. Das heift dann so, da& die Einheit 
der Ursachen nur vom Gesichtspunkte des betreffenden Genus aus 
gesehen stattfindet; nicht aber etwa vom Gesichtspunkte des individuellen 
Tragers aus. Auch Ibn-Roschd hat eine leise Andeutung dafiir, wenn er hinzufiigt 
et generatio est ab aqualiin specie. Dies hat aber nichts mit seiner friiheren 
Unterscheidung zwischen Subjekt und Definition zu tun. Wenn daher Neumark 
dieses ab aquali in specie“ als Vergleich zum jes sms heranzieht, hatte ihn 
gerade dieses — und insbesondere die Fortsetzung ,verbi gratia: quum homo 
generatur ex homine“ — belehren sollen, da& auch das pos ans sich eben auf 
die Naturdinge bezieht. Und in dem Sinne ist auch weiter von den Individuen 
gesagt, daf es fiir alle, soweit sie Arten angehéren, gilt: nx jus ona mao wown +> — 
TART 919 7B KVP aNsow HPNDAK xp (Scheyer: Dieselbe Gleichartigkeit der 
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anders als bei allen anderen Naturdingen. Und die Grenze 
aller Teleologie ist das Entstehen und Vergehen wie bei allem 
Naturhaften. Einen letzten Zweck in unserem Sinne kann er 
so, sei es als Individuum, sei es auch als Genus — und nicht 
allein wegen der quantitativen oder qualitativen Minderwer- 
tigkeit 8 — nicht bilden. 

Der Mensch hat aber auch eine andere Seite, die dem 
genusbildenden Materiellen entgegengesetzt ist und so seine 
Genushaftigkeit durchbricht: es ist sein intellektuelles Ver- 
modgen, das sich besonders in der Providenz auswirkt. Hier 
wird das vernunftrealisierende Individuum dem Genus 
gleichgesetzt. Wenn Maimonides hier die Unwirklich- 
keit des Genus im Vergleich mit dem Individuellen betont, so 
ist dieser Nominalismus nicht so allgemein zu nehmen, wie es 
Munk auffassen will.8* Ware es so, dann miifte es ja ftir 


wirkenden Ursacheetc.; Munk vernachlassigt das »13 jp ganz und hat: ,ne forme 
qu’une seule“). Das heif$t: auch beim Individuum sind die drei Ursachen eins, 
vom einheitlichen Genus ausgehend. Daf dieses pus sich auf die Naturdinge 
bezieht, geht ja auch aus dem ganzen Zusammenhange hervor. So wird bei der 
causa formalis betont, 13°59 a8 nyno yn, dann wird von 0°3°07 owND wNK 
Hopeswdsy yeiseos paows po poe — o°oysyn gesprochen, wahrend einleitend 
nur allgemein von o»ysvn o°373ym die Rede war, die eben dann durch das 
joa ans prazisiert wurden. Besonders wird dies aber geklart durch die Fortsetzung: 
(913 555 Hedy fsa ma sos) p79 935 mans mdsn megs ooes1 naw mdsnm sin 1d> An. 
Aus dieser Gegeniiberstellung ist ja klar, daf$ ebenso wie die 3mnx mbon auch die 
im Vordersatz erwahnte und mit 15> nn aufs Frihere bezogene snwsn mbon sich 
auf das jo bezieht. Denn daf das ps hier terminologisch von Wichtigkeit ist (ob- 
wohl Scheyer allgemein ,,bei allen Naturgegenstaénden“ tibersetzt), ist ja aus dem 
weiteren Gedankengange — wo von der Stufenfolge Individuum — Genus usw. 
die Rede ist — auf er jedem Zweifel. Das js also im ganzen Abschnitt bezieht 
sich auf ein und dasselbe: auf die Naturdinge. Und die von Aristoteles zitierte 
Einheit der Ursachen wird eben nur insoferne zugegeben, als man die Dinge 
und auch die Menschen von ihrer Zusammenfafbarkeit in Genera aus betrachtet. 

82 Die im Moreh Il 14 durchgefiihrte Beweisfiihrung gegen den Anthro- 
pozentrismus ist ja ausdriicklich auch gegen das Genus gerichtet, woftir — 
fiir die o22 wx — die Philosophen den qualitativen Gradunterschied einftihren 
miissen, wahrend vom Standpunkte der Weltschdpfung die Argumentation eine 
andere ist. Vgl. oben Anm. 44— 47. 

83 Im Gegensatze zur ,,aristotelischen“ Ansicht von der Providenz, daf 
sie sich in der sublunaren Welt nur auf Genera erstreckt, lehrt Maimonides be- 
kanntlich, Moreh III 17, da beim Menschen eine Ausnahme stattfindet: »xw 
saoms> pon nn osd osm po owes... pnnnt bys ma xem Does nenden anawinw pore 
4) yw vray 525 ws; also beim Menschen gibt es eine individuelle Differen- 
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alle Genera gelten und eine Providenz miiSte nur beim indi- 
viduellen Menschen stattfinden. Daf Maimonides so nicht 
denkt, beweist die Tatsache, daf er sich beziiglich aller anderen 
Geschopfe der ,,aristotelischen“ Ansicht anschlieSt, wonach fiir 
ihre Genera eine Providenz besteht.8* Es ist also nicht allein 


zierung. Wenn es auch spater begriindet wird damit daft, yewn 13 pass ws pron 
mats smawan pos smaant swe sot... cbowe smn, so darf es nicht so verstanden 
werden, daf$ dadurch die Menschen untereinander, da sie demselben po ange- 
héren, gleichgestellt sind. Das wird wiederholt betont und insbesondere III 18 
begriindet, und zwar durch eine zweifache Einleitung: 1. dafs die Universalia nur 
intellektueller Natur sind, nicht wirklich, und 2. daf§ mn» sin pies owen Sowa 
pewesn ordowa yo xuww. Diese beiden Momente verbunden — namlich 
die Realitat des Individuellen und die Individualitit des menschlichen Intellektes, 
beide zusammen geben erst die Basis ab fiir die maimunische Anschauung, daft 
sich innerhalb des menschlichen Genus eine Abstufung der Providenz je nach 
der intellektuellen Vollkommenheit ergibt. Entscheidend ist eben das zweite 
Moment, wodurch der menschliche Intellekt dem den Spharen innewohnenden 
Einzelintellekt gleichgesetzt wird. Weshalb eben der Einzelmensch, wenn intel- 
lektuell vollkommen, ebenso wie dieSphiare, gleich den Genera der Providenz 
teilhaftig ist. Das erste, nominalistische, Argument zum Hauptmotiv zu 
machen, wie Munk, Gwide Ill, S. 137 n. 1, ist daher, selbst fiir den 
Menschen, nicht richtig: denn dies allein wiirde fiir die Sonderstellung des 
Menschen unter den anderen Genera in bezug auf seine Individuen gar nichts 
beweisen. Es ist auch noch fraglich, ob der hier so kategorisch vorgetragene 
Nominalismus, ,,sans réserve“ (Munk), nicht auch nur in diesem Zusammen- 
hange begriindet ist, denn I 51 wird die nominalistische Anschauung mit “x5 
pans angefthrt. Im Miloth-Hahigajon X, das Munk (Guide I, S. 185 n. 2) anfthre, 
ist von Nominalismus nichts zu lesen. Auch Scheyer, III, S. rrr Anm. 1, der 
urspriinglich diese Stelle als ein nominalistisches, antiplatonisches Bekenntnis 
auffaft, bemerkt dann, daf ,,sich ihm Zweifel erhoben“ haben. Dies insbe- 
sondere mit Riicksicht auf II 6, wo die platonische Ideenlehre im positiven Sinne 
angefiihrt wird. Wie konnte iibrigens eine Stelle, deren Schwerpunkt in der 
volligen Ausschaltung des Genus-Begriffs liegen soll, eingeleitet werden mit: 
mvs 9370 98we 3D ONT 77S Pano AnawaT nenD pnospme my sms? 

8t Moreh Ill 17, als Maimonides seine eigene Theorie vortragt, fiigt er 
hinzu: wos ryt jms mys ...p%m sbys asw dax, das heift ja nur die Providenz fiir 
die Genera. Dasselbe geht klarer hervor spater g.E., wo die Bibelstellen, in 
denen von der géttlichen Fiirsorge fiir die Tiere gesprochen wird, erklart werden: 
sas pom mm om sbi... mes sb nese maw obs ids o> yar onps ome st ons pe. 
Dies wieder unter Berufung auf Aristoteles. Ja selbst der Mensch, von seiner 
materiellen Seite gesehen, darf nur, auch in Fragen der Providenz, als Gattung 
betrachtet werden. In der allgemeinen Einleitung zum Providenz-Problem II 16 
wird geradezu auf II 12 riickverwiesen, wo die Beurteilung des Menschen nach 
seinen Individuen als schwerer Fehler bezeichnet war: snyns si... omdsp psoen 
7327 4..7D00T PSD 378 ONS OND OMT WS DIN 350 Ow N SyS mNeDT Doms 
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nominalistische Argumentation — sondern, selbst die Bedeu- 
tung der Genera zugegeben, wird der Mensch, soweit er sich 
durch seine Vernunft dem Géottlichen anschlieSt, aus dem 
Genus herausgehoben und im Individuum dem Genus gleich. 
Dieselbe Anschauung also, die bei der Abwehr des Pessimis- 
mus so tadelnd zuritickgewiesen wird, die Betrachtung 
des menschlichen Individuums als Kriterium, sie wird hier auf- 
genommen und mit besonderem Nachdruck gelehrt. Dort wird 
vom Einzelmenschen auf den Genus verwiesen, und, in bezug 
auf die Zweckhaftigkeit, selbst vom Genus auf die Sphiren — 
hier aber wird das Genus zugunsten des Individuums zuriick- 
gestellt und dieses dem Genus gleichgestellte Individuum wird 
den Sphiaren gleichgesetzt.8® Dies ware nicht mdglich, wenn 


qnxw ne meunws. Also in der Providenz selbst und selbst in bezug auf den 
Menschen ist der Nominalismus nicht so eindeutig — sondern abhingig vom 
Gesichtspunkt. 

85 Da doch dies die Spharen charakterisiert und sie nach Aristoteles der 
Providenz teilhaftig macht, daf sie in ihrer individuellen Existenz fortdauern. 
Diese Begriindung, der Maimonides durchaus nicht widerspricht, fiihrt er in zwei- 
facher Form vor, Moreh III 17, (‘25 rysn), heiSt es: n+ osp01...05:535 mawe eww 
voy onw no by ores meen, und etwas spater: ibs y> ox ;msesDT pow °pD Nom NAwATe 
++ DMTONT MT OND AMwHT py Dosen OF weN Tw ~oMaw mor odsdan. Nach der 
ersten Formulierung erscheint die Providenz primar und die individuelle Fort- 
dauer die Folge; nach der zweiten ist die Fortdauer das Primare, weswegen dann 
die Providenz, da sie sich nach dem myyzyn yw richtet, eben in dieser Fortdauer 
besteht. Diese zweifache Formulierung soll nur die gegenseitige Abhangigkeit 
von beiden zeigen. Beim Menschen, soll er in der Providenz den Sphiren gleich- 
gesetzt werden, mufte eben JII 18 dieses Moment, da sein Verstand o»bown jo 
nywn ist, hervorgehoben werden (vgl. oben Anm. 83). Wozu aber noch ergin- 
zend bemerkt werden muff, da diese Stelle, I 18 Anf., verschiedentlich un- 
richtig aufgefaf&t wurde. Sie lautet: jos pare soon onbxn ppwnw ,572 yma mm... 
ypoww no sim ,berwesn pe>swn po sepow oo sin oases pers Down bm jon 
2) pyown jawsn by. Die Tibbonsche Ubersetzung der zweiten Hilfte (s» 1 soix 
sop pr ody pep xo an thsswhsy Sipyds yo mh) erscheint wortlich korrekt. Aber schon 
Falaquera, Moreh-Hamoreh S. 130, verwandelt die im Original gegebene Koordi- 
nation (1m ...17) in eine relative Abhangigkeit: o»wxn pbowne sxa2w mt N17 DDN 
pyar jaws by yeww nx. Schon diese kleine Abweichung erm6 glichte den 
Anfang eines Mifverstandnisses. Narboni nun, Kommentar S. 55, betritt, wenn 
auch nicht ganz sicher, den Weg einer Interpretation, wonach die sywsx ovbsw als 
die Intellekte der menschlichen Individuen zu verstehen sind: jp sxaow sin D2oN8 
pen by prow mo sim ,pewoks OeSesm on 75 ,DyeNn pdown. Diese Inter- 
pretation ist dann durch Schem-Tob fortgeftihrt und eindeutiger ausgedriickt: 
pees ooswnn xuDw nb NIT ID MNT DUN UNOS ND Pow one pwusn Sow5 bq 
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nicht von zwei Gesichtspunkten aus gesehen. Der Mensch als 


DWNT INWI ... paw jaw sia. Das Motiv ist klar: es soll diese zweite Be- 
hauptung als Fortsetzung der ersten, der nominalistischen, verstanden werden 
oder eigentlich nur jene nominalistische Theorie auf den Spezialfall des mensch- 
lichen Intellektes angewendet oder an ihm exemplifiziert. Auch Scheyer will tiber 
diese ,,s0 ganz dunkle“ Ausdrucksweise dieser Stelle so hinwegkommen und tiber- 
setzt II S. 114: ,die gdttliche Gabe... namlich die menschliche Vernunft keine 
andere ist als die, welche bei den einzelnen verniinftigen Wesen vorhanden 
ist, bei Ruben, Simon‘ etc. Also j2 wird mit ,,bei< tibersetzt, ors» >a wird 
verstanden als n»>sw ns, und der koordinierte, selbstandige Satz: ppww ny sim 
4p wird zu einem Komma verfliichtigt: ,,bei Ruben...“ Da ist nun Munk (II, 
S. 137) genauer, indem er die nex odw als das auffaft, was sie bei Maimonides 
und insbesondere in diesem Zusammenhang, nach III 17, einzig bedeuten kénnen, 
als ,Intelligences individuelles“, namlich die sphiarischen Intelligenzen. Womit 
er also die Richtung Narbonis zwar verlafSt — ohne jedoch fir die so wichtige 
Stelle eine einleuchtendere Ldsung zu finden. Er iibersetzt: ,,que l’épanchement 
divin ... je veux dire Pintellect humain est une chose qui n’a son existence que 
par les Intelligences individuelles 4 savoir par ce qui s’est épanché (de lintel- 
ligence divine) sur Zeid, sur Amr“ etc. Dies erscheint jedoch unhaltbar. Durch 
welche Intelligenzen (im Plural) bekommt der menschliche Intellekt seine Existenz? 
Wir wissen nur, daf§ es einen Aktiven Intellekt gibt, der die menschliche Er- 
kenntnis erméglicht. Dann ist ja der Aktive Intellekt eine separate Intelligenz, 
wahrend doch unter den onyx orbow die Eigenintellekte der Spharen zu ver- 
stehen sind, die auch erst von den ihnen zugeordneten separaten Intellekten ge- 
leitet werden. (So ist es in III 17 zu verstehen; vgl. I 4 und 6.) Ferner wurde 
schon im vorigen Kapitel, 17, die Bedeutung des »nbs pow deutlich genug hervor- 
gehoben — welches neue Moment tritt hier hinzu, dafs es als Grundlegung an 
die Spitze gestellt wird? Aber abgesehen vom Sachlichen mufte Munk eben dem 
Text Gewalt antun. Das .,0 iibersetzt er durch par, also instrumental, den 
folgenden koordinierten Satz psp x» 1m setzt er ganz unbegriindet um in ,a savoir 
par ce qui s’est épanché“, wohl um das erste ,,par“ zu halten. In Wirklichkeit 
ist das .,-0 nicht anders als partitiv zu verstehen, und die Stelle besagt nichts 
anderes als daf$ die dem Menschengeschlechte verlichene gottliche Influenz, d. h. 
der menschliche Intellekt, eben eine der individuellen Intelligenzen ist (d.h. eine 
Art Spharenintelligenz) und dafs dieser menschliche Intellekt wieder auf die Indi- 
viduen Ruben etc. influiert. Somit sollte hier nur die Stellung des menschlichen 
Intellektes, nach der er den Spharen gleich ist, hervorgehoben werden; was 
auch der Lehre Maimonides vollkommen entspricht (s. meine Abhandlung Proph. 
S.96). Und nach der ersten Vorbemerkung, vom Nominalismus, ist diese zweite, 
von jener unabhingige, eine wichtige Erginzung. — Bemerkenswert ist diese 
Stelle noch von einer anderen Seite. In der Regel wird in der Erkenntnislehre 
nur vom ,,Menschen* und dem ,,Aktiven Intellekt“ gesprochen, der letztere als 
Mittler zwischen Gott und Menschen (s. bes. Il 51) — im Bereiche des 
Menschlichen aber wird keine Differenzierung gemacht. Die Formulierung 
hingegen an unserer Stelle aft eine Abstufung auch innerhalb des Menschlichen 
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empirisches, passives Wesen,’* in der Welt der Dinge, ihnen 
gleich und ihrer Gesetzmafigkeit unterworfen, und der intelli- 
gible Mensch, der im Individuum das Genus ausmacht. Man 
darf zweifellos diese Terminologie anwenden, ohne sich einer 
Modernisierung schuldig zu machen, und man ist ebenso be- 
rechtigt, diese zweite Ansicht des Menschen auch auf die 
Teleologie zu iibertragen. 

Denn auf diese zweite Ansicht des Menschen hat seine 
Benennung ,,Mikrokosmos“ Anwendung. Da diese keine Um- 
kehrung des Vergleiches von der Welt als Makrorganismus 
ist, wie bereits gesehen,87 bedeutet der Vergleich des Menschen 
mit dem Kosmos eben, dafi er Organismus ist plus jener ver- 
niinftigen Zielstrebigkeit, die sich uns bei der Welt aus ihrem 
organischen Charakter ergeben hat. Er ist somit nicht blog 
ein hdheres oder hdchstes Lebewesen, sondern dadurch ein 
Geschopf sui generis. Und die Beweisfiihrung dafiir ist: da&, 
wahrend die anderen Lebewesen kraft ihrer Genusnatur 
leben und fiir das Genus leben, der Mensch eben sich indi- 
viduell seinen Lebensweg erst bahnen mu und auch dann 
nicht im Genus aufgeht.88 Diese so hochwichtige Beschaffen- 


durchblicken: es wird vom ,Menschlichen Intellekt* (Son —:xosxds Sppdx 
wisn) gesprochen, der mit der géttlichen Influenz identifiziert wird, und von 
dem erst eine Influenz auf das menschliche Individuum ausgeht. Da darunter 
doch sicher nicht der Aktive Intellekt verstanden werden kann, so ist hier eine 
neue Zwischeninstanz eingeschaltet — zwischen der Influenz des Aktiven Intel- 
lektes und dem erkennenden Individuum: es ist der iibergeordnete, etwa dem 
Menschengeschlecht angehGrende Intellekt. Diese Theorie vom Intellekt, der 
aller empirischen Einzelerkenntnis vorangeht und sie ermdglicht (der iibrigens 
lebhaft an die Kantsche Tranzendentale Apperzeption erinnert), ist von 
Maim. weiter nicht entwickelt worden. Daf dies aber keine zufiallige Stilisierung, 
sondern eine in die Philosophie Maimonides’ sehr gut hineinpassende Formu- 
lierung ist, ist au&er Zweifel. — Die Verbindung hier sby +pe sin ody sine, die 
bei Tibbon (5 53 ym mm) als eine Art Folgerung des zweiten aus dem ersten 
verstanden werden kann, ist in der Ubersetzung Falaqueras (yn2 325) sinnent- 
sprechender. 

86 Vel. oben Anm. 80 iiber seine Bezeichnung als nwys dapn. 

87 Siehe oben Anm. 61. 

88 Moreh 1 72. Wahrend iysv 19d awyn qo ...0%n odys owene wre do 
ohne individuelle Vernunft, dafiir auch myyxe qwon por wwwx met 1w)s m3 Pony 
7370, mu der Mensch individuell von anderen Individuen angeleitet werden, 
wozu aber der individuelle Intellekt Voraussetzung ist. Darum wird hier am 
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heit, die Maimonides geradezu als Mysterium ansieht,®® 
ist es, die dem Menschen, also nicht seinem Genus, sondern 
dem menschlichen Individuum, soweit es vernunftentwickelnd 
ist, die kosmische Bedeutung gibt — die verniinftige Zweck- 
mafigkeit. 

Wahrend nun der Mensch in seinem empirischen Dasein 
als Weltzweck abgelehnt werden muff, ebenso wie alles andere 
Dingliche, und als Genus noch um so mehr abzulehnen ist, 
da seine Genushaftigkeit eben erst durch seine K6rperlichkeit 
erméglicht wird — so ist, von der anderen Seite gesehen, doch 
eine besondere Teleologie fiir ihn vorhanden. Von der Seite 
aus, wo er verniinftig ist, wo er auch als Individuum den 
Spharen und Genera, in der Providenz, und dem Kosmos, in 
der Zweckmafigkeit, gleichgestellt wird, dort ist auch fiir ihn 
eine Zweckmafigkeit gegeben. Es ist dies die im selben Satz, 
in dem Gott als letzter Zweck genannt wird, angefiihrte ,,An- 
gleichung’ — es ist die moralische Zweckmafigkeit. Nicht 
der Mensch ist ein Zweck, sondern dem Menschen ist ein 
Zweck gegeben, aufgegeben. 

Und dies ist der Sinn der Teleologie, die in III 25 so 
emphatisch bejaht wird. Es ist die Teleologie des moralischen 
Gebotes, wie es im darauffolgenden Kapitel ausfiihrlicher be- 
handelt wird. Hier ist zunachst bemerkenswert, daf das 
Agensmotiv starker betont wird,®° wahrend es doch in I 69 


Individuum exemplifiziert: 1135 1399 ws spr idx 325 oon ox, dann wire 
er verloren, da ihm die Hilfe der Gesellschaft abgehen wiirde; dann aber 
wird diese Hilfe eben auf das individuell-intellektuelle Vermégen zuriickgefiihrt: 
m318 (sc. sn) non m Sowa (ossbs po e¥dSw) OTN 350 TN JwHrs rot ds mr ays 
inyw> saw en tab es1ynanonay. Also beide, Lebewesen und Mensch, hingen 
von ihrem Genus ab; nur ist die Abhangigkeit beim Lebewesen eine instinktiv- 
natirliche und also bezogen auf das Genus als solches, wahrend der 
Mensch als Individuum auf die individuellen Erfahrungen seiner Geschlechts- 
genossen angewiesen ist — wobei bei allen die Erfahrung durch die individuelle 
Vernunft zustande kommt. 

89 Jbid.: yan xb (Munk: trés occulte) s8 9 ody 2 272 39m .. 480 J822 non AN 
nyse Min sA ASW mans Anmwen mysn ndnns annex. 

80 Moreh Ill 25 wird wiederholt von mon ndyip ma prow abyes von 
poinen mo oder byipn nxwy ws ndyen gesprochen. Auch die spatere Alternative 
bezieht sich auf mns noyp Syrp b>. In der Terminologie ist noch zu bemerken, 
da auch hier durchwegs von der Welt, als Einheitsbegriff, nicht blo& vom 
empirischen Dasein die Rede ist; so mmosa bays (Guide II v3); nnbdeis absybs nin 
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vor Causa zuriickgestellt worden war. Beides war zugunsten 
der Teleologie — nur zeigt sich uns durch die Nuancierung 
der Motive auch eine Nuancierung im Zweckbegriff. Fir die 
organische Welt bedeutet er, wie bereits erértert, das Prinzip 
der teleologischen Ordnung, im Bereiche des Moralischen 
aber das Prinzip des teleologischen Gebotes. Daher war 
dort Causa vorgezogen, da es auch Agens, Form und Zweck 
mitenthalt und so die identische Einheitlichkeit zum Ausdruck 
bringt; hier aber ist Agens allein mehrsagend, da es dem nor- 
mativen Charakter gerechter wird. Natiirlich aber sind es 
wiederum nur Nuancen eines und desselben Zweckes. 
Und so ist es auch verstandlich, daf, wahrend vorher %! der 
Anthropozentrismus als Ausgangspunkt der Zweck- 
setzung bezeichnet wurde, die aber abzulehnen ist, hier der- 
selbe Anthropozentrismus als Hindernis fir die wahre Er- 
kenntnis des Zweckes, der zu bejahen ist, hingestellt wird. 
Vorher hat es sich eben um den Menschen als Geschdpf, als 
Ding unter den Dingen, gehandelt, der selbst Zweck sein 
sollte; hier handelt es sich um den normativen Zweck fiir den 
Menschen. Darum werden hier als Fehlerquelle drei Irr- 
tiimer, als zusammenhangend, aufgezahlt: die Uberschatzung 
des Menschen, die Unkenntnis der Natur der Materie 
und die Unkenntnis der ersten Absicht.9? Diese drei Irr- 
tiimer, die Eins bilden, werden vom Autor nicht naher erklart; 
sie bedeuten aber nichts anderes als die Ablehnung des Men- 
schen als dinglichen Zweck, soweit er infolge seiner Materiali- 
tat — und nur durch sie — zu einem Genus zusammen- 
geschlossen werden kann — um die Setzung eines normativen 
Zweckes fiir ihn, soweit er tiber sein materiebedingtes Genus 
hinausragt, zu erméglichen. Nur so kann die Einfiihrung des 
Irrtums in der Natur der Materie hier einen Sinn haben. 


(ibid. vb). Hier iibersetzt Munk (II, S. 199) das sinbs 4dxi, bei der Anschauung 
der Ascharia, durch ensemble de l’étre. Vgl. oben Anm. 74. 

91 Moreh Ill 13, sieche oben Anm. 17 und 29. 

92 Moreh TL 25: myexonw imen 1p xy 3 oN myy ow DIOS... MpE_A sw ym 
pwxon psen moo down sein mt ysws mbsom p13b wb3a we. Daf diese 
drei in ihrem Zusammenhange hier mafgebend sind, beweist die Wiederholung: 
mppon wonr nosn p7393y 22 moon NIT Ny wT Ett 
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Sicher beziehen sich die Gebote auf beides: auf die Vervoll- 
kommnung des KGrpers und die der Seele; und die erstere ist 
nur in seiner kollektiven Erscheinung mdglich, etwa im Staate, 
nicht aber im einzelnen.®? Dies aber darf uns nicht irrefihren, 
denn nicht worauf sich das teleologische Gebot richtet, ist 
ausschlaggebend, sondern die Stellung des Menschen, die es 
ermodglicht. Und die Vollkommenheit des K6rpers — 
beziehungsweise aller gesellschaftlichen und staatlichen Tugen- 
den, die mehr das Genus Mensch betreffen — sind ja auch nur 
propadeutische Vorarbeit zu jener letzten Vollkommenheit 
(denken wir an den letzten Zweck), die im Geistigen liegt 
und den Zweck des dauernden Lebens (also nicht blof des 
Entstehens und Vergehens der Genera) bildet.®* Die Torah 
ist eben nicht Normenwissenschaft, sondern eine normative 
W issenschaft.°® 

Auf einem Mifverstandnis dieser Doppelstellung des 
Menschen — und des Unterschiedes zwischen seiner Wertung 
als Zweck und als Erfiiller eines Zweckes — beruht die 
Polemik Crescas’ gegen Maimonides. In zwei Punkten setzt 
Crescas seine Polemik an: %* daf$§ Maimonides der Torah meh- 


9 Moreh TIL 27: sway oy3y ppnd noen mans 811 Aun ppm. Dies ist die 
notwendige Voraussetzung flr wasn ppm. Wir haben etwas Ahnliches auch in 
I 72 gesehen. Auch dort wird bei Besprechung des spezifisch-menschlichen 
intellektuellen Vermédgens zunachst die soziale Abhingigkeit des Einzelnen 
hervorgehoben — aber auch diese letzten Endes auf die individuell-intellektuale 
zurtickgefiihrt (vgl. oben Anm. 88). Dort ist keine Abstufung erwahnt; die 
Stelle hier, wenn auch in einem anderen Zusammenhang, kann beitragen zum 
Versténdnis dort. Auch hier wird in bezug auf san ppn gesagt: ody xd an 
sro paps xox myer obs ate b> panb ws bbs 1135 ans wed. 

% Jbid.: Der an ppn bringt nur pwsin mebwa. Und als zweite Stute 
wok XD opens ym nso Nim pao Nba as9377 NIT ws pron madwa bx wand wer. 
Die Identifizierung von letzter Vollkommenheit und letztem Zweck wird 
auch gleich durchgefiihrt: my 13983 192 inbyo cab pnsn medwa ssn amp 
pros mbonn. 

% Vel. Eisler, loc. cit. S. 75. Der Begriff ,normativ“ wird hier nicht im 
Sinne Simmels, Einleit. in die Moralwissenschaft I, S. 321, gebraucht, wonach eine 
normative Wissenschaft ,,nur kausal, nicht teleologisch“ ist. Vgl. dagegen Husserl, 
Logische Untersuchungen, 1900, I, S. 27. 

96 Im ersten Punkt liegt keine ausgesprochene Polemik gegen Maimonides 
vor, bezieht sich aber auf seine Lehre, Or-Adonai Il, 6, 1. Vgl. Heinemann, 
loc. cit, S. 75f. Hingegen ist er im zweiten Punkt sehr deutlich. Schon die 
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rere Zwecke statt einem zuschreibt und da® er den Menschen, 
der doch Trager und Verwirklicher der Torah ist, als Zweck 
ablehnt. Sein Gefiihl sagt ihm wohl, daf$ Maimonides den 
Weltzweck nicht ganz ablehnt,27 doch scheint ihm seine 
Polemik am Platze. Nach der obigen Darstellung erledigen 
sich beide Einwande von selbst. Die scheinbare Vielheit der 
Zwecke der Torah lauft letzten Endes auf eine Einheit im 
Prinzip hinaus. Und die Annahme einer Zweckhaftigkeit dec 
Torah fiir den Menschen als Trager und einer Zweckhaftigkeit 
der Welt stehen mit der Ablehnung des Menschen als Zweckes 
und somit alles dinglichen Zweckes nicht in Widerspruch, son- 
dern erganzen und beleuchten sich gegenseitig. 

So nun gelangen wir zum Ergebnis, daf die Welt als 
Organismus und die Welt der ethischen Aufgaben durch das 
Gemeinsame der Teleologie gleichgesetzt werden, dies hat 


Einleitung von II 6 geht von der Annahme aus, Maimonides lehne jeden Welt- 
zweck ab, in offenbarer Anlehnung an Moreh IIL 13 (ebenso Il Einl.). Dann 
wird II 6, 3 erklart, daf§ der Zweck der niederen Welt und der Torah w>s 2 sn 
sind und »wissn yon sin Dewan odiys nodonnw...asonnw nud mbps anon om 
nT ANI eA medw mdom. Also ahnlich wie bei Saadja, nur eingeschrankt auf 
den dawn myrsen 552. Bei beiden folgt aus dem Range der Torah der Mensch 
als Zweck. (Darum glaubte auch Crescas weiter, III 6, 5, die von Maimonides 
angeftihrten Zitate fur die Minderwertigkeit des Menschen durch eine gezwungene 
Interpretation entkraften zu miissen.) In bezug auf die Stellung des Menschen 
also bedeutet die Lehre Crescas’ keinen Fortschritt gegen Maimonides, sondern 
eher das Gegenteil. Als Analogie mdge hier erwahnt werden die Entwicklung, 
die die Teleologie genommen hat in der Stoa. Auch dort war der Ausgangs- 
punkt anthropozentrisch — so bei Seneca und Epictet. Die rdémische Stoa 
hingegen gelangte zur Selbstzwecklichkeit der Dinge; dies unter Beriicksichtigung 
der ,schaffenden Kraft des Ganzen“ (Marc-Aurel). Vel. P. Barth, Die Stoa, 
S43 f. 
97 Or-Adonai III Einl.: py 03 pno don nwpss sin oes sin nyt xy in 
m739 nwps iniNyxo me33w. Er spricht auch weiter im Sinne Maimonides’ nur 
von mye -wnp. Bemerkenswert ist, daf$ auch Crescas II 6, 4 zum Ausgangspunkt 
seiner Lehre von der Einheit des Zweckes (nicht von der Zweckmafigkeit 
iiberhaupt) die Anschauung von der Welt als Organismus nimmt — mit Berufung 
auf Moreh 1 72. Hiatte er diesen Gedanken in seiner ganzen Weite durchgeftihrt, 
so hatte er es nicht ndtig gehabt, die oben angeftihrten proteleologischen Momente 
gerade in Moreh Ill 13 hineinzudeuten. — Auf andere Auswirkungen der maimu- 
nischen Teleologie, in positiver und negativer Beziehung, insbesondere etwa bei 
Spinoza, einzugehen, wiirde, wenn dies nicht fliichtig geschehen soll, den 
Rahmen dieser Arbeit ganz sprengen. 
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Maimonides klar durchgefiihrt.°8 In beiden wird die Teleo- 
logie bejaht — im Gegensatz zur Welt der Vielheit der empiri- 
schen Dinge, und dazu gehdrt auch der Mensch in seinem em- 
pirischen Dasein, in dem es nur Selbstzwecke der Dinge gibt, 
aber keinen tibergeordneten gemeinsamen Zweck. 

Sehen wir nun ab von der causa finalis, die innerhalb 
der Weltmechanik fiir das einzelne kausale Geschehen ange- 
nommen wird, und fragen wir nach einem Gesamtzweck, so 
konnen wir aus dem Gesagten folgendes tibersichtlich ersehen: 


1. Biologisch, d. h. im System des mechanischen Daseins, 
in der Welt der Dinge, wird ein Zweck abgelehnt. Da gilt 
nur Kausalitat und Selbstzweck des Geschaffenen. 

2. Kosmologisch, in der Welt als organischer Einheit, wird 
der letzte, separate Zweck, in Gott, bejaht. 

3. Ethisch, in der Welt der intelligiblen, handelnden Per- 
son wird der gottliche Zweck bejaht. 


Es gibt also keinen dinglichen letzten Zweck; es gibt blof 
Zweck als Sinn im Kosmos, gesehen als Makrorganismus, als 
Idee, und als Auf gabe im Bereiche des Sittlichen. 

Das heift, wie bereits angedeutet, nicht, daf& es zwei 
Zwecke gibt, und der frither erwahnte Parallelismus ist nicht 
als wirklicher zu denken. Vielmehr wurzeln die sich im Orga- 
nischen und Ethischen offenbarenden Zweckmafigkeiten in 
einem einheitlichen Prinzip und sind eins in ihrem Wesen. 
Bevor wir zur Klarstellung dieses Punktes gelangen, miissen 
wir noch den Charakter der Teleologie — im Organischen 
sowohl als auch im Ethischen — etwas naher untersuchen. 


cae 


Um zur genaueren Kenntnis des Charakters der maimu- 
nischen Teleologie zu gelangen, wollen wir nun ankniipfen an 


98 Moreh III 26; deutlicher aber II 32 Anf.: bs jnyndsq pitspps prannw> 
DONT Mpun navi mys mess ings aw mow ono 75 asam pnieysen nidipos 
pray ween 995 9393p rasins anbisnm angen qb mxam jo onsp bs DNSp ons1Dw1 
j72y ans. Also werden die organisierten Lebewesen und der Charakter des Ge- 
botes parallel auf ein Grundprinzip zuriickgefiihrt. Diese Parallele wird dann 
in ihren Einzelheiten durchgefihrt. 
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den bereits erérterten Zusammenhang zwischen der Zweck- 
mafigkeit und der Auffassung der Welt als Organismus. Die 
Ordnung der Welt, die Zuordnung ihrer Teile, sahen wir, 
spricht fiir die Annahme einer verniinftigen Planmafigkeit 
und ergo einer innewohnenden Zweckmafigkeit. Maimonides 
spricht auch vom Problem des Zweckes als von einem aus 
dieser Zuordnung resultierenden.®® 

Wenn aber diese Zuordnung eine organische sein soll, 
dann geniigt das Charakteristikum des Zusammenhanges allein 
nicht. Die Welt als einheitlicher Organismus besagt mehr als 
blof das Zusammenstimmen seiner Teile. Es muf§ sich da auch 
ein besonderes Verhaltnis zwischen Teil und Ganzem 
darstellen. Zunachst ist es nun die Unterordnung der Teile 
unter das Ganze; da das einheitliche Ganze gleichsam der 
Zweck ist und die Teile nur zu ihm fithrende Mittel. Ihre 
Existenz richtet sich also nach der sie umfassenden Einheit. 
Dies ist ja schon in der Vorstellung des organischen Indivi- 
duums enthalten und, in Anwendung auf die Welt, in der Dar- 
stellung ihrer konzentrischen Struktur, der durchgangigen 
Systematik ihrer Existenzen, gebunden an zentrale Krifte, 
zur Geniige zum Ausdruck gebracht. Maimonides aber scheint 
diese eine Seite des Verhaltnisses im Organischen nicht zu ge- 
niigen; er hebt wiederholt und gerade im Zusammenhang mit 
der Teleologie die Bedeutung des Teiles hervor. Es 
macht den Eindruck, als ob es ihm um die Hervorhebung 
dieses Punktes besonders zu tun ware. 

Das Einzelding hat nicht blof& seine Existenz durch das 
Ganze und fiir es, was ja die Zweckmafigkeit zunachst bedingt, 
sondern der Teil, und gerade als Teil einer Welt, hat Eigen- 
bedeutung. Und dies nicht allein im Wissen Gottes, worauf 
besonderes Gewicht gelegt wird,!°® sondern auch in seinem 


99 Moreh 1 34 (dritte Ursache); bei Aufzahlung der letzten Dinge, die 
jedem wissenswert erscheinen miissen: 1n> 52m mor (AmeNs Doxyds) 192 odie sna2 TN 
wnyp oy insp rite *pd>. Munk JI, S.120: a la disposition réciproque de 
ses parties. Dafs in demselben Zusammenhang mit Schépfung und Zweck auch 
nach der Natur des Himmels und der Engel gefragt wird, wird uns spater noch 
verstandlich werden. 

100 Dies im Zusammenhang mit der Providenz, Moreh III 16 g.E., der fiir 
Maimonides ein wesentlich notwendiger ist. Den Vertretern der Anschauung, 
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schépferischen Tun. Zweimal wird dies im Zusammenhang 
mit der Teleologie betont: das eine Mal bei der Ablehnung 
der dinglichen Zwedamabiokeit, wo in Verbindung mit der 
Selbstzwecklichkeit der Dinge auch hervorgehoben wird, daf 
jeder einzelne Teil der Welt erschaffen ist.1°! Das zweite 
Mal, im starksten proteleologischen Kapitel, wo Gott als 
Zweck der Zwecke bezeichnet wird, wo aber als Haupt- 
absicht des ganzen Kapitels die angegeben wird, dafi Gott 
alle inder Welt vorkommenden Einzelwirkun- 
gen ebenso bewirkt, wie er die Welt als Ganzes 
in dieser ihrer Form schafft.1° An dieser zweiten 
Stelle scheint die Hervorhebung der Schépfung im einzelnen, 
gleichgestellt der, als Voraussetzung angenommenen, Schdp- 
fung des Ganzen als besonders wesentlich in der Lehre der 
géttlichen Zweckmafigkeit. Ebenso wird bei Behandlung der 
Irrtiimer der Menschen beziiglich der Zweckmafigkeit in 
einem Atem gesprochen vom ,,Zweck der Existenz des gesam- 
ten Universums oder vom Zweck einer jeden seiner 
Teile“.1°? Maimonides geht aber noch weiter. Als Abschlu$ 
des Kapitels I 72, wo er die Lehre vom Weltorganismus dar- — 
stellt, kommt der Satz, dafS die géttliche Leitung und Pro- 
videnz sich auf jeden einzelnen Teil der Welt bezieht und 


Gott kenne und beriicksichtige nicht die Teile, da sie nur sinnlich erfafbar seien 
etc., witft Maimonides Inkonsequenz vor — pon vby ums oye yaw mas ombs —, 
indem gerade sie beim Menschen, in Fragen der Theodizee, vom Einzelnen 
ausgingen. Er bezeichnet auch die Anschauung von den Teilen als Verlegen- 
heitsgriff, um die Auffassung vom Menschen gutzumachen: m:n wo “ws 
mimaa spn y> ans innn ... maw nip d5> mamon nin. 


101 Moreh TM 13: nso m2 on imwexow ween sinew so adap »pdone pdn bs. 
Zu bemerken ist, daf$ an dieser Stelle im Kapitel, wo durdigees von 1 san 
die Rede ist, doch der Terminus obxy gebraucht wird (nbxybs sti jo th 1h 55). Ein 
Beweis mehr, dafs die Terminologie nicht zufallig ist. Vgl. oben Anm. 74 und 75. 


102 Moreh I 69: ,nys mysn moyen seid bye om onpm asm main pos 
sw myo 152 51pm ney sinw 2. Munks (I, S. 317) Ici on a seulement pour 
but... driickt das seas des Originals in der Hervorhebung der Wichtigkeit dieses 
Satzes noch besser aus. Ephodi z.St. hebt hier die Kontinuitat hervor — yun 
abo nisyn — was uns weiter unten klarer werden wird. 

103 Moreh TH 25: 15523 adiyn myxe mbsn mwpas moind mivson ae aw 
vpone pom d5 mbsn ws (andsis obsyby nin). Munks (II, S. 201) ,soit ... soit“ 
ist abechorathend und nicht begriindet. ; 
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selbst auf den geringsten und minderwertigsten.1°* Dies heift 
noch viel mehr als das frither erwahnte noetische und kreato- 
rische Verhalten Gottes zum einzelnen Weltteil. Es steht ja 
auch in offenbarem Widerspruch zur spateren, eigentlichen 
Providenzlehre.1°° Welcher Widerspruch uns hier aber weiter 
nicht aufhalten soll, da der Ausspruch hier ja doch nur zur 
besonders eindeutigen Hervorhebung der Weltteile in ihrem 
Zusammenhang mit Gott dienen soll. 

Der organische Charakter der Welt im Lichte der Teleo- 
logie bedeutet daher viel mehr als die blofe Unterordnung 
des Teiles, als Mittel, unter das Ganze, als Zweck; er besagt 
gleichzeitig die Unmittelbarkeit der Beziehung zwischen 
Teil und Gott als Zweck, wodurch also auch der Teil etwas 
vom Zweck an sich hat. Alles in der organischen 
Welt ist Mittel und Zweck zugleich.1°* Wodurch 
eben die Zweckmafigkeit eine organische ist, zum Unter- 
schiede von der mechanischen, wo der Teil mit dem Zweck 
nur mittelbar, durch das Ganze, als dessen Mittel, in Verbin- 
dung ist. In gewissem Sinne haben wir hier ein Analogon 
zu jenem Hervortreten des Menschen aus seiner Genusexistenz, 
die wir im vorigen Kapitel besprochen haben. Dort hat die 
intellektuell-ethische Stellung den Menschen, das menschliche 
Individuum, den Genera gleichgestellt; auch hier tritt das 
Einzelding, im Lichte der Gesamtzweckmafigkeit, aus seiner 
Subordination zum Ganzen hervor, tritt in direkte Beziehung 
zum einheitlichen Weltzweck (der in Gott enthalten ist), 


104 Dies wird als bewiesen betrachtet; ininsn nwys mise by toy nei 
mines pin 1beps1 pone pdm d22 inmawm, dies entsprechend dem vorher- 
gehenden 15523 ad1y5 maine innawm ‘pm inanam. Vel. Tibbons Erklarung der 
Fremdwéorter unter anawn, da wird das Moment der wertenden Beachtung 
(Beispiel: >> j2m2we xb) hervorgehoben. 

105 Moreh II 17, (nm nysn), wird in bezug auf alle Geschépfe, mit Aus- 
nahme des Menschen, die philosophische Lehrmeinung akzeptiert n’ps -sw dsx 
sry sbi nnawas bes bpm mw 555 poss sb wos mys pms ons pandin omosn won 
21 weszyn und mehrere andere Beispiele. Wie Munk, I, S. 373 n. 2, gerade von 
jenen in der vorigen Anmerkung zitierten 3» rewm auf III 17, wo das Gegen- 
teil gelehrt wird, offenbar belegend verweisen konnte, ist unverstandlich. 

108 Diese Kantsche (Kr. d. Urt. I § 66) Formulierung der Zweckmafigkeit 
im organischen Wesen darf hier verwendet werden, obwohl es sich hier es 
wegs um eine Naturzweckmafigkeit handel. 
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ohne daf diese Vielheit der Einzelbeziehungen etwa eine Zer- 
splitterung der gottlichen Zwecktatigkeit nach sich ziehen 
wurde.’ ¢ 

Nun bewegt sich dieser ganze Gedankengang auf aristo- 
telischem Boden; da ja eine durchgebildete und bis ins einzelne 
seiner Philosophie eindringende teleologische Lehre bei Aristo- 
teles gegeben ist, wahrend, wie bereits bemerkt, in der jiidisch- 
traditionellen Gedankenwelt eine teleologische Philosophie so 
gut wie gar keinen Platz hatte. Darum ist auch dies eine jener 
Partien in der Philosophie Maimonides’, in denen er aus- 
schlieSlich aristotelische Philosophie zum Ausgangspunkt neh- 
men mufte und in denen er auch immer wieder sich auf Ari- 
stoteles ausdriicklich beruft. Es erscheint daher unerlaf lich, in 
einigen wesentlichen Punkten auf die eigentliche teleologische 
Lehre Aristoteles’ einzugehen und ihnen die Ergebnisse Mai- 
monides’ vergleichend entgegenzuhalten. Dadurch allein k6n- 
nen wir zur klareren Erkenntnis dessen gelangen, worin sich 
Maimonides von seiner aristotelischen Grundlage abhebt, 
d. h. wozu er die ihm gegebenen Elemente der Teleologie 
umgestaltet hat. Wobei bei der Fille der Ausstrahlungen 
dieser Frage in alle philosophischen Gebiete darauf zu achten ist, 
daf§ der Rahmen, der durch unsere systematische Absicht hier 
gegeben ist, nicht allzusehr tiberschritten wird.1°* Der Vergleich 
soll nur so weit gehen, als er uns zur deutlichen Erkenntnis des 
Spezifischen bei Maimonides zu verhelfen vermag. 

Es zeigt sich nun gleich in der hier behandelten Frage des 
Verhaltnisses Teil-Ganzes eine wesentliche Verschiedenheit. 


107 Diese Anschauung des Kalam weist ja Maimonides ausfiihrlich, und fiir 
sein System grundlegend, zuriick. So Moreh I 73, VI Pram. ff, dann I 74 bes. V 
Methode u. v. a. 

108 Die Einschrankung muf in zweifacher Richtung stattfinden. Es kann, 
erstens, nicht quellenkritisch auf den arabischen Aristotelismus, besonders Alfa- 
rabi und Ibn Sina, eingegangen werden, da bei ihnen fiir unser Problem wenig 
Eigenes anzutreffen ist; sie waren hauptsachlich logisch oder psychologisch orien- 
tiert und die Teleologie nahm keinen zentralen Platz ein, vgl. de Boer, Gesch. d. 
Phil. im Islam, S. 125. Anderseits aber kann hier bei Beriihrung Aristoteles’ das 
entwicklungsgeschichtliche Moment der aristotelischen Philosophie — das W. Jager, 
Aristoteles, groSziigig ins Licht geriickt hat — nicht beriicksichtigt werden, da 
wir uns ja mit dem der Nachwelt vorliegenden, als einheitlich angesehenen 
Aristoteles, wie ihn Maimonides kannte, auseinanderzusetzen haben. 
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Wohl hat Aristoteles die Bedeutung des Zweckes mit dem 
organischen Charakter des Weltgeschehens, im Gegensatze zu 
den materialistisch-mechanistischen Lehren der Vorsokratiker, 
begriindet.1°° Aber der Begriff des Organischen erschépft sich 
bei ihm nur in dem friher erwahnten ersten Moment: in 
der Subordination der Teile unter das Ganze. Das ist auch der 
eigentliche Sinn der aristotelischen Teleologie, da der Zweck 
mit dem jeweiligen Ganzen identisch ist und die Teile nur 
Organe, Mittel sind, die zu ihm fiihren.12° Von dem zwei- 
ten Moment, wonach durch die Zweckmafigkeit die Teile eben 
aufhéren, blof Mittel zu sein, und zwischen ihnen und dem 
Ganzen ein teleologisch reziprokes Verhiltnis besteht, da- 
von ist bei Aristoteles nichts zu finden. Diese grundlegend 
vorausgesetzte Notwendigkeit der Unter- und Uberordnung 
im Teleologischen fiihrte ihn auch zur Annahme, daf auch 
dort, wo ein Ganzes, das als Zweck gelten kénnte, nicht zu 
sehen war, ein Teil, wenn er als besser betrachtet wird, von 
den anderen herausgehoben wird, diesen gegeniiber die Stelle 
des Ganzen einnimmt und somit ihr Zweck wird.111 Wohl 


109 Phys. 198b 14 ff. wo der Begriff der Zweckursache fiir die Natur be- 
grindet wird, schickt eine Kritik der vorsokratischen Lehren, besonders der des 
Empedokles, voraus. Ebenso de part. anim. 640a 22, beziiglich des Werde- 
prozesses im Organischen. Obwohl anderseits ein gewisses ,,Streifen“® des Form- 
und Wesenbegriffes bei Empedokles und Demokritos zugegeben wird. (Phys. 
194a 20: emt pizpoy tt wécos.) Ahnlich Met. 993a17f. Vel. Hans Mayr, Natur und 
Kunst bei Arist., S. 34. 

110 de part. animal. 641a 7—323 645 30f. (Vergleich mit dem Holz, 
Stein etc. im Verhaltnis zum Ganzen des Hauses); ebenso Met. 1035b 22: 
To wév OdV auVdAov MedtEoM TAT (sc. wopla) Lot dc, Eatt O ws or Od8E ya 
stvar Suvata: ywerCdueva. Vel. weitere Belege bei Siebeck, ,Die Lehre des 
Aristoteles von dem Leben etc. des Universums“, Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. phil. Kritik, 
Bd. 60, S. 4; er gelangt auch zum Schluf: ,,Es ist augenfallig, da dieses Er- 
fordernis (namlich, daf ,,Teile ... doch nur als Glieder des aus ihnen bestehenden 
Ganzen wahre Existenz haben und somit... nicht friiher sind, als das Ganze“) 
mit den Bestimmungen iibereinkommt, worin Aristoteles das Wesen des 
Organismus setzt.“ Das gilt auch im Staate; Pol. 1253a 20: to dhov T™p0- 
Tepov dvayzatov iva tod épovs, Vel. Mayr, Der Entwicklungsgedanke bei Anistoteles, 
S.96 und 99. eh Sap De 

111 de gener. anim. 732a 5: éhtiov to xeywptalat to xpEtttoy tod xeLpovas. 
Ahnlich de part. anim. 672b 20; bes. Pol. 1333a 21: at to ystpov tod Bedtiovds 
gativ Evexev, xat toto pavepdv Swolws By te toig uate téyvyv nat tots xata 


pbotv, Vgl. Eucken, Die Methode der aristotelischen Forschung, S. 85. 
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spielt das Besondere einmal eine bevorzugte Rolle gegentiber 
dem Allgemeinen — dies gilt aber nur fiir die Herausbildung 
des Gattungstypus,!!2 was aber wieder nichts anderes be- 
deutet als das Allgemeine gegentiber dem Individuellen. In 
der aristotelischen Teleologie gibt es eben nur diesen einen 
festen Punkt: das Genus; ihm gegeniiber verschwindet das 
Einzeldasein, von ihm aber fiihrt auch kein richtiger Weg zu 
einer alle Genera umfassenden Zweckmafigkeit.113 Wahrend 
wir also bei Maimonides einen einzigen Zweck sahen, der alles 
umfaft, und somit auch die geringsten Teile, sind es bei Ari- 
stoteles viele, relative Zwecke, hauptsachlich die Genera, denen 
die Teile, also alles Individuelle, nur dienen, aber keinerlei 
unmittelbare Beziehung zu einem, auch dem Ganzen iiber- 
geordneten Zwecke behaupten kénnen. 

Dies hangt aber mit einer zweiten Divergenz zusammen. 
Wir sahen bei Maimonides die Zulassigkeit des Zweckbegriffes 
immer in zwei Formen: erstens als Selbstzweck der Einzel- 
existenzen, was als nachster Zweck bezeichnet werden mag; 
dies in der Welt der Dinge der Vielheit; zweitens aber als 
letzter, alles umfassender Zweck, in der Welt, die einen ein- 
heitlichen Organismus bildet. Charakteristisch hierfiir ist der 
eine Satz in dem beides hervorgehoben wird: sowohl die 
Ablehnung der Fremdzwecklichkeit unter den Dingen als auch 
die Entstehung der kleinsten Teile aus einer einheitlichen 
Zweckabsicht.114 Das genaue Gegenteil haben wir bei Aristo- 


112 de gener. anim. 736b 2: 0d yxo Gua ylvetar CHov xat &vOowsosg ode C@ov 
wat tnmos ... Uatepov yap yivetat to téAog, TO S'UStov got to Exdotov tis yevé- 
gews téhoc. Ahnlich de part. anim. 685b 153 de inc. anim. 7o4b 15 (4 odors 
oddév moret pdtyy, GAN det 2x taiv evexwpevv tH data nepl Exnotov yévos Cebov td 
éptotov); dann 708a 9. Allerdings ist bei den verstiimmelten Arten auch dieses 
Prinzip durchbrochen, dariiber Eucken, Joc. cit., S. 82. 

113 Die Zweckmafigkeit zeigt sich nur im Bau einzelner Gattungen im Ver- 
haltnis zu anderen (so de part. anim. 696b 24f.) oder im Bau der Individuen 
mit Riicksicht auf ihre Gattung, ohne individuellen Nutzen. Von den vielen 
Beispielen seien erwahnt: hist. anim. 502b 21; de part. anim. 689b 23; ferner 
669b 28 (iiber die Milz); de gener. anim. 750b 6. Daf aber eine Reihe indi- 
vidueller Ziige, wie etwa Augen und Haarfarbe, nichts mit Zweckmafigkeit zu 
tun haben, wird ausdriicklich erklart de gener. anim. 778 a 30f.; b. 13. 

114 Moreh WM 13; aus der Torah ist zu ersehen mw ony asqs do5 aNs sow 
Mao MND TT IMNeSeE wesaM SMW ast ody opdme pdm pdm b> wbx ans sat vays. Die 
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teles. Die Teile haben nichts vom Zweck an sich, sie sind nur 
fiir ihn da. Hingegen muf Aristoteles, um die vielen in der 
Welt vorkommenden Zwecke zu einer Einheit zusammenzu- 
schlieSen, sich eben desselben Mittels bedienen, das wir oben 
in bezug auf die Beziehung Teil-Ganzes sahen. Wo es kein 
Ganzes gibt, da wurde ein Teil, infolge seiner relativen Wich- 
tigkeit, zum Range des Ganzen erhoben. Auch in der Welt 
muf diese pars-pro-toto-Methode angewendet werden. Als Er- 
satz des einzigen Weltzweckes werden die Genera in ein 
System einer Zweckabstufung gebracht, wonach das eine Genus, 
das héhere, dem niederen als Zweck dient. Bei Aristoteles ge- 
schieht diese Subordination innerhalb der Genera in zweierlei 
Form: einmal als Norm, da ist das Hohere dem Niederen 
Zweck im Sinne eines zur Nachahmung hinanziehenden héheren 
Wesens; danach ist in der sublunaren Welt der Mensch der 
Normgebende, im Universum aber tritt er vor den Sphiaren 
zuriick.1!5 Denn selbst die Méglichkeit, seinen eigenen Zweck 
zum Ausdruck zu bringen, ist auch nur den hdheren Genera 
verlichen und steht in direktem Verhaltnis zur Hohe des be- 
treffenden Genus.11° Aber nicht allein in diesem, mehr formalen 


Verbindung mit xbx driickt deutlich aus, daf$ sich die beiden Ansichten aus- 
schliefen. Bei Schem-Tob z. St. noch pragnanter: sxsin 13 7172 sxe3 dow sim 
SAS 937 Isp 957 k¥orw ondsy Ninn. 

115 Die Tiere sind nur zwergartige Geschdpfe gegeniiber dem Menschen 
de part. anim. 686 b 2. Sowohl sein Kérperbau, der allein der naturgemaf richtige 
ist — ibid. 656a 10 —, ist ein Mafstab fiir alles Tierische als auch besonders das 
Psychische, indem alles im Tier vorkommende Seelenleben nur als Spur des 
menschlichen anzusehen ist; hist. anim. 588 a 18: Eveott éy toig mAstotots zat tay 
Rwy Choy tyvy tHv nepl thy duyiy teomwv; ebenso 608 b 4; auch in der Lebens- 
art TOAAK By VeworOety ptwrpata thy bAAwy Cebwy tis avOpwnivns Cwijs, 612b 18. 
Daf es allerdings im Kosmos @v0peinov &AAa modd Oedtepa thy daw gibt, wird 
Eth. Nic. 1141 a 34 hervorgehoben, ebenso beziiglich der Hoherstellung der Ge- 
stirne de caelo 290 32. 

116 Dies wird Meteor. 389b 29 f. an Beispielen genau ausgefiihrt, (35: to ye 
ob fvexa Hxurota gvtav0a SHAov Snov mAciotoy tig YAys). Ebenso Phys. 199b 9: 
zo ey toig putors Beart to Svexc tov, Attov dé StypOewtat. Ist dies nun aus- 
gesprochene aristotelische Lehrmeinung, so konnte Maimonides, Moreh Il 13, gut 
als mpsea mesma Ne N20 auch anftihren dafs: (sc. nvbana naom) paws macaw m3237 
nan sis aby, da ja die meisten Genera eben die tieferstehenden sind. Munk, 
I, S. 85 n.1, der diese Ansicht bei Aristoteles nicht vorzufinden glaubte, will 
an Stelle von san js, wodurch dies als Ansicht Aristoteles’ gedacht ist, sim lesen, 
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Sinne, auch in einer niedereren, praktischen Beziehung will 
Aristoteles manchmal die niederen Arten fiir die hodheren 
existieren lassen, fiir deren Nutzen; demnach die Pflanzen 
fiir das Tier, das Tier aber fiir den Menschen, wobei natiirlich 
der Mensch die hdchste Stufe bedeutet.147 Die Zusammen- 
schlieSung der vielen Zwecke zu einer Einheit wird also hier 
nur durch die Fre md zwecklichkeit erreicht. Was aber gleich- 
bedeutend ist mit der Verdinglichung des Zweckes. 

Bei Maimonides wissen wir, daf er, um eben die Reinheit 
des Zweckbegriffes zu erhalten, weder die Spharen als héchsten 
Zweck noch auch den Menschen in der sublunaren Welt gelten 
lassen will — selbst im Sinne einer Norm.11® Schon gar nicht 
aber méchte er dies zulassen im Sinne des Nutzens.11® Die 
Verschiedenheit der Auffassungen beziiglich der Teile greift also 
hiniiber auch auf die Auffassung beziiglich der Dinglichkeit des 
Zweckes und der Fremdzwecklichkeit. 

Dazu kommt noch ein Drittes. Wir haben gesehen, daf 
Maimonides wohl die Welt mit einem Menschen vergleicht, 
von ihr aber die Einheit als Makrorganismus aussagt. Sie 
als Makranthropos zu betrachten, halt er nicht fir ndtig. 


womit eine eigene Hinzuftigung Maimonides’ gegeben ware. Diese Korrektur 
ist, wie gesehen, tberfliissig, aber auch aus dem Grunde unmédglich, da doch 
Maimonides, ware es seine eigene Behauptung, dies auch begriinden miifste. 
Daf alle Genera im Entstehen und Vergehen ihren Zweck haben, spricht nichts 
gegen die Behauptung, der Zweck sei in den meisten nicht genug sichtbar 
(obyn — »p3*). Das Tibbonsche nvbsnn ason nsst1 etc. muf§ daher, dem sin 781 
entsprechend, richtig heifSen mx oder mst > 53. 

117 Schon unter den Elementen wird die Stufenfolge, verbunden mit Zweck- 
zuordnung, durchgefiihrt, Meteor. 389b 26. Bei den organischen Wesen t& 
Ouormco7 tay avouoousepay Evexév eottv, de part. anim. 646b 11. Dann aber Pol. 
1256b 15: ... olntéov ta te puta tov Copwy Evexey eivor xal taAha Coa tov dvOpeb- 
mwy yap, worauf sich offenbar Moreh III 13 (s. Guide Ill, S. 85 n. 3) bezieht, 
und bezeichnend als Schlu&: «2 ody A pbots pnOiv ute atehig mors? UATE WATHY, 
dvayxatoy tHv avOownwyv Evexcy adta mdvta memoinxévar tiv dary, 
womit dies mit der eigentlichen Teleologie enge verkniipft erscheint. In 
dem Sinne schliefSt auch Phys. 1944 35: @opiv ydo mws xat fuets téAos. 

118 Dies ware die III 13 als irrig zuriickgewiesene Meinung myxan mbonw 
DWT NN 113y9 m9 oT pa myyso 1b2, wie Saadja es begriindet. Vgl. oben 
Anm. 35, 36. 

119 Wiederholt in III 13, s. oben Anm. 17, 29 und weiter unten Anm. 
PB 6-236. 


[55] DIE TELEOLOGIE BEI MAIMONIDES 469 


Anderseits wiederum will er den Ausdruck Mikrokosmos nur 
fiir den Menschen, nicht aber fiir jedes Lebewesen zulassen.}2° 
Das Gegenteil bei Aristoteles. Die organische Einheit der Welt 
selbst wird bei ihm nur insofern zum Ausdruck gebracht, als 
er ihren zweckmafsigen Aufbau mit dem Kunstwerk vergleicht, 
sie als Werk eines guten Wirtschafters oder verntinftigen 
Menschen ansieht.121 Nicht ausgesagt wird ihre Einheit, sondern 
verglichen ihre rationelle Organisation. Hingegen wird die 
Bezeichnung Mikrokosmos unbedenklich auch auf jedes andere 
Lebewesen angewendet,!22, wodurch also die innewohnende 
Vernunft, die das Zweckmafige in der Welt ausmachen soll, 
nicht mehr als fiir dessen Charakter wesentlich angesehen wird. 
Wahrend also bei Maimonides allein aus der organischen Be- 
schaffenheit der Weltzusammenhange das sie durchwaltende 
Vernunftprinzip hervorging und dadurch eben nur das ver- 
nunftbegabte Wesen, der Mensch, als seine Miniatur bezeichnet 
zu werden verdient, wird bei Aristoteles die Welt nur als ein 
verniinftiges Werk angesehen, was ja auch fiir jedes Lebe- 
wesen zutreffen mag. 

Es ist dies aber nicht blof§ ein Unterschied in Metaphern, 
sondern in der Grundvorstellung. Aus ihr resultieren die drei 
angefishrten Ziige in der Teleologie des Aristoteles: die ein- 
seitige Subordination des Teiles zum Ganzen, die dingliche 
Fremdzwecklichkeit innerhalb der Genera, die blof§ zweck- 
mafige, einem Kunstwerk gleiche, aber nicht zweckdurch- 
drungene und von einem einheitlichen Zweck getragene Ord- 
nung der Welt; all dies ist Ausdruck fiir die technistische 


120 Beleg s. oben Anm. 62. 

121 de gener. anim. 744b 16 ff.: Honep yap oixovepos ayabdc, xal h pdars 
odbiy anoBdArew elobey 2 dv Lott morfjoat tr ypynatdyv. (Ahnlich de part. anim. 
675 b 20ff.) de part. anim. 687 a 10—12: 71 BE pbars det Sravénrer xabdmep av pw- 
nog wpdvipoc, fxactov tH Suvapeve xpHa0at, Dann ibid. 694a 20f., 661 b 
28f. Bezeichnend ist bei beiden angefiihrten Stellen, daf sich die Verniinftigkeit 
der Natur mit der richtigen Ausniitzung und niitzlichen Verteilung be- 
griindet wird. Vgl. Hardy, Der Begriff d. Physis etc. I, S. 195 ff. Daf aber die 
Welt, obwohl sie belebt ist, doch nicht ein einheitliches Cov im Sinne Platons 
darstellt, weist nach Zeller, Phil. d. Gr. 13, 2, S. 423 Anm. 1. 

122 Yon mehreren allgemein gehaltenen Vergleichen sei als besonders be- 
zeichnend angefiihrt Phys. 252b 26: «! yap év wixpe xdopm (bezogen auf das 
vorhergehende: et 8 éy Cebw) yivetat, zat ev peydtrep, 
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Grundauffassung bei Aristoteles. Technistisch als Uberwindung 
der mechanistischen; technistisch als Grundvorstellung auch 
dann, wenn einzelne aristotelische Ausspriiche versichern, da 
die Kunst die Natur, nicht die Natur die Kunst nachahme.??* 
Denn nicht vom Rang ist hier die Rede, sondern von der ur- 
spriinglichen Konzeption. Und diese technistische Konzeption 
ist es eben, in allen Teilen, der Maimonides entgegentritt. 
Bei Maimonides war es die Einheit des Kosmos, ent- 
sprechend der Einheit Gottes, die die Einheit des Weltzweckes 
gewahrleistete. Fiir Aristoteles konnte es eine solche Einheit, 
zumindest fiir die Teleologie, nicht geben. Die architektonische 
Einheit, der konzentrische Aufbau, bedingt dies noch lange nicht 
notwendig. Abgesehen von der Vielheit der Zwecke, die die 
technistische Grundanschauung mit sich brachte, waren es in 
in der aristotelischen Welt zwei voneinander notwendigerweise 
wesentlich verschiedene Zweckarten: die in der Spharenwelt 
und die im sublunarischen Entstehen und Vergehen. Da sich 
die Notwendigkeit des Zweckes zunachst aus dem Begriff der 
Kinesis ergeben hat — da die Einzelbewegung zu irgendeinem 
Ende, Telos, fiihrt124 —, so war der eigentliche Platz des 


123 Phys. 194a 21: 7 téExvn puyettar thy baw, Bald darauf aber, an der 
Hauptstelle, 199 a 15 f., wird derselbe Ausspruch — % téyvy tk pév emutedet... 
tk d¢ pusitat — ganz klar als Ausgangspunkt beniitzt, um von der Technik 
auf den Zweck in der Natur zu schlieRen: ¢? ody tk xatk thy téyvyy Evexa tov, 
OFjAov om xat tz xatk pdatv; woran sich dann mehrere Gedanken dieser Art an- 
schlieRen. Ebenso de anima 415 b 16: donee yxp 6 vot Evexk tov motel, tov adtoy 
Tedmov xat 7 parc, zal tour” Esty adr tédos. Allerdings schlieSt der ahnliche 
Gedankengang de part. anim. 639 b 19 ff. damit ab, da& p&Ahov 8 aati td cb 
Evexa... ey Tot tig pacws Eoyors H ev toils tis téyvqs. (Vel. Meyer, Natur und 
Kunst, S. 62 f., 85 £) Wenn Jager, loc. cit. S.75 Anm. 2, nach der (als aristotelisch 
agnoszierten) Proteptikos-Stelle prssita: yxe 03 thy téyvnv 4 obats etc., die fak- 
tische Prioritat der Natur gegeniiber der Kunst hervorhebt, so ist damit noch 
immer die vielfach belegte logische Prioritaét der Kunstzweckmiifigkeit gegen- 
tiber der der Natur nicht aus der Welt geschafft — und darauf kommt es ja bei 
der Grundvorstellung des Philosophen an. 

1% Beispiele fiir das Schreiten zum Ziele gibt es mehrere, so Phys. 193b 
13, wird vom 600¢ els giaty gesprochen, dann 16: to pvducvoy éx twvdg els Th Zoyetats 
257b 7f£.: to OF Guvduer els evteAdyerav BadiCer, For 8 H ulvyore evrehyera xwvytod 
atehic. Met, 1048b 28: néioa yap xlvnars acedris (Beispiel: Badtcts); ros0a7: &may 
ix’ doyny Badiler to yryvdpevoy zat téhos, De coelo 310a 34f,. (és to abtod <iBo< 
gépcoat), Klar ist die Bezeichnung des téhos als Yoyatov in Met. 1055 a4. Uber 
den Zweck als Grenze, vel. Eucken, loc. cit., S. 110 f. 
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Telos, in seiner Zwitterbedeutung Ende-Zweck, urspriing- 
lich nur in derjenigen Bewegung, die geradlinig verlauft, also 
in der sublunaren Welt.125 Es war nur gleichsam im Wege 
des Schlusses, dafS auch in der superlunarischen Welt, wo die 
Spharenbewegung die vollkommenste, die kreisférmige, die 
unendliche ist, dafs auch da ein Telos angenommen wurde — 
das aber nichts mehr vom Ende an sich haben konnte und 
nur reiner Zweck war, der &¢ E9@pevov, wo dpeKtov wirkt.126 
Es ist dies der erste unbewegte Beweger. Und wenn innerhalb 
des einzelnen Geschehens eine Art Synonymie?7 unter den 
Ursachen besteht, so mag hier bei der Anwendung desselben 
Terminus fiir beide grundverschiedene Bewegungsarten eine 
Homonymie vorliegen. 

Denn die beiden Halften der Welt, die spharische und die 
irdische, diirfen in keinem Punkte verglichen, noch auch nach 
denselben Prinzipien behandelt werden.12® Wie sollen sie nun 
in der wichtigsten der Ursachen, in der Zweckursache, ein 
Gemeinsames haben? Die Welt hangt wohl zusammen. Aber 
die Einwirkung der Spharen auf die sublunare Welt ist uns 
bei Aristoteles nur in zweierlei Beziehung bekannt: in der 
mechanischen, indem die Drehungen der Gestirne auf das 


125 De coelo 288b 29f.: &macay Sé (sc. xtvqaw) odpev Ex tivog ets te elvan 
zat dgropéevny, Phys, 241 a 26: petaBody... &nasx yap rv x twos el tt, xal h ev 
dytiozaet xat f, ev evavetors; 2614 32. Met. 1069b 13: els Evavtudacts By elev tag xa” 
Exastoy at petaBokal; auch 1012 b 28. Vel. de gener. et corr. 331a 14 ff. Die Be- 
wegung von Punkt zu Punkt, die als Gegensatze anzusehen sind, war also die 
Grundvorstellung. Das konnte fiir die Sphire nicht gelten; Phys. 241 b 2: 7 3& 
pops dutw utv od% Lorot memepnoudvy’ od yap maou ev évavttots, 

126 Met. 1072 b 3, 1074 23. Weiters vgl. Zeller, loc. cit., S. 375 Anm. 2 und 3. 

127 Die darin besteht, da ,,das neu entstehende dieselbe Form an sich tragt 
wie das den Werdeproze& einleitende Prinzip*. Meyer, Natur und Kunst S. 60; 
Belege s. ibid. Anm. 4 (,,eine Ausnahme findet nur statt beim ersten Beweger“). 

128 Met. 1075 b 13: dix ti th pev plapta ta 8 aplapta, odBele Aeyere mévea 
yxp tk Ovta nowotew 2x tov adtav dpydy. De coelo 306 ag: Set tows... tay 
d° adidlwy aidlovs, tov 58 oMaprtaiv pbaptas elvar tag dpydc, Sheng 0” Gpoyevels tots 
Sxozeysévore; auch 279 a 18 (da das Uberirdische iiber Raum und Zeit erhaben 
ist). Gegentiber dem Sublunaren aber ist das Superlunare als das Nornale maf- 
gebend, was ausfiihrlich Met. roro a 25, 1063 a 11 behandelt wird. Dieser 
Mangel an Einheitlichkeit innerhalb der Welt wird nicht gutgemacht durch 
die verschiedenen Beweise, daf es nur eine Welt gibt, nicht viele, wortiber 
Zeller, loc. cit. S. 446f. : 
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Werden in der irdischen Welt Einflu& haben,!2° und in der 
pipnots der letzteren. Die pipnorg ist es eigentlich, die im irdi- 
schen Entstehen und Vergehen, die in jedem Sonderfalle doch 
geradlinig verlaufen, eine Art von Kreislauf, also der Bewegung 
der Sphiren gleich, erblicken la®t.18° Dies steht dem Teleo- 
logischen etwas naher — doch reicht ja sicher das Verhaltnis der 
pipnow, das Aristoteles in verschiedenen Beziehungen ver- 
wendet,!#! nicht aus, um eine teleologische Verbundenheit dar- 
zustellen, die doch in der Vorstellung des Organs wurzelt. 
Wie kénnte, im teleologischen Sinne Aristoteles’, auch nur die 
entfernteste Méglichkeit einer Konstruktion bestehen, wonach 
etwa das Entstehen und Vergehen, selbst als kyklische Be- 
wegung gesehen, Mittel ist, die zum Kreislauf der Spharen 
irgendwie fiihrt? Anderseits ist pyotpevocg doch keinesfalls 
gleichwertig mit éo@pevoc. 

Demnach ist weder die Méglichkeit gegeben, aus dem 
sublunarischen Entstehen und Vergehen auf den unbewegten 
Beweger zu schliefSen,!*? noch auch diesen, wenn auch erwiesen, 


129 Belege s. Zeller, loc. cit., S. 468f., bes. S. 471 Anm. 1 und 2. 
Diese feste Beziehung zwischen der Ekliptik und der irdischen yéveots ist der 
Grundzug der Schrift de gen. et corr. Hinzuzufligen ware noch Phys. 194 b 13: 
&vOpwros yxp k&vOpwroy yews xat HAtoc..., dazu erganzend Met. 1071 a 13, 
worin bei der Entstehung des Menschen gleichgestellt sind matzo mit jAtog und 
Aokds xbxAoc. Weitere Stellen, wo als mpéitoy xwotv fiir das Werden die Kreis- 
bewegung der Planeten zu verstehen ist, Met. 1070 b 27, b 34 u.a. 

130 Meteor. 346 b 36, wo der Kreislauf des Wassers pipodmevos tov tod Fou 
zoxhov, Allgemeiner Met. 1050 b 28: pirettar tx &pQapta xat te ev wetaBoAy dvta; 
de gener. et corr. 33742: %at TAAAG Cow ustafdAAgt els HAANAW... uettat THY xdxhep 
gopay (veranschaulicht am Kreislauf der Elemente) ... ote zai 7 edbsta wope pov- 
evn tiv xdudw suvexyg 2otty, Auch Phys. 223 b 23 ff. ; 

131 So z. B. hist. anim. 612 b 18, wo im Leben der Tiere moAA& prsrjp.ata 
zum Leben des Menschen gefunden werden, oder Poet. 1449 b 9, wo vom Epos 
ausgesagt wird, es sei eine piuyats der Tragddie. In beiden Fallen wird wohl eine 
Wertung damit ausgedriickt, doch auf keinen Fall eine wirklich teleologische 
Beziehung. 

132 In der Jugendschrift xept ptAocogias hat Aristoteles wohl einen Gottes- 
beweis auf ontologisch-teleologischer Basis unternommen: Auf Grund der Stufen- 
folge im Seienden wird auf ein Héchstes, Vollkommenstes geschlossen. —Siehe 
Jager, loc. cit., S. 161. Doch hat dieser Gedankengang, wie auch Jager S. 162 
andeutet, nichts Gemeinsames mit seinen aus den Lehrschriften bekannten 
Gottesbeweisen aus der Ewigkeit der Bewegung etc. Den_,,teleologischen“ 
Gottesbeweis, den Elser, Die Lehre des Aristoteles iiber das Wirken Gottes, S. 9f., 
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in irgendeine wirksame Beziehung zur sublunaren Welt zu 
bringen. Er bleibt Gott und Zweck der Spharen — und selbst 
da nicht der einzige, wie in der urspriinglichen Konzeption.133 
Er mufite auch da vieles von seiner Existenznotwendigkeit 
an die sich spater ergebenen 134 55 Sonderbeweger der ein- 
zelnen Spharen abgeben, die aber wiederum nicht mehr ganz 
»unbewegt bleiben konnten, wodurch sich Aristoteles in 
Schwierigkeiten begeben mufte, die ihm spater von Theophrast 
und Plotin 125 yorgeworfen wurden, die er aber auch selbst 
empfunden zu haben schien.136 Ist nun die Vielheit selbst in 
die Region der unendlichen Kreisbewegung eingedrungen, 
welche Wirksamkeit soll da noch dem einzigen unbewegten 
Beweger in der Welt des endlichen, geradlinigen Entstehens 
und Vergehens vorbehalten sein? Es handelt sich hier nicht 
allein um die Schwierigkeit Immanenz-Transzendenz, die 
sich aus dieser Dualitat der Bewegung und der Zwecke er- 


anfthrt, bezeichnet er selbst, wegen seiner ,popularen Haltung“, als fiir die 
eigentliche Gotteslehre Aristoteles’ nicht mafigebend. Vgl. auch A. Boehm, Die 
Gottesidee bei Aristoteles, S. 86. 

133 Die urspriingliche reine Fassung des xpatov xtvotv im Jugenddialoge 
mept gthocoplas stand noch ganz im Zeichen des platonischen Einflusses. Er hat 
blo& an Stelle der sich selbstbewegenden Weltseele fiir den mpitos ovpaves den 
unbewegten Beweger angenommen. Reste dieser urspriinglichen Anschauung 
sind noch im Buche A der Metaph. erhalten. Dariiber ausftihrlich Jager, loc. cit., 
S; 143, 231, 373f. 

134 Dies geschieht Met. A 8, wo die Frage der Spharenbeweger enge mit der 
fachlichen Astronomie, insbesondere mit der des Kalippos, verbunden wird. 
Durch diese Verbindung ergab sich die Annahme einer Mehrzahl von Sphiren- 
bewegern als Konsequenz des mpétov xtvodv, Siehe Jager, loc. cit., S. 366 ff., bes. 
S. 379. (Uber die Bewegtheit dieser Spharenbeweger S. 386.) 

135 Die Kritik Theophrasts, Metaph. p. 310 f. Br., gipfelt darin, da sich aus 
der aristotelischen Annahme die Konsequenz ergibt, dafi der erste Beweger 
keinerlei Wirkung auf die sublunare Welt ausiiben kann. Plotin, Enz. V, I, 9., 
halt durch die Annahme der vielen Beweger — deren Verhialtnis zum ersten 
Beweger nicht geklart werden kann — die Einheitlichkeit des Kosmos gefahrdet. 

136 Jager, Joc. cit., S. 377, weist auf Met. 1074a 31 ff. hin, wo die Einheit 
des Himmels, mitten im Kap. 8, bewiesen wird — welche Stelle als von Aristoteles 
selbst empfundener Einwand zu erklaren ist. Dann Phys. 258b 10: ... dvayxn 
sival tt 0 mpddtov xtvet, elte Ey elte mhelw, Welche Ausdrucksweise, s. Jager, S. 383, 
auf eine Unsicherheit bei Aristoteles selbst — im Kap. 6 des Buches VIII, wo 
die Notwendigkeit der Annahme eines ersten Bewegers bewiesen wird — 


schlieSen lat. 
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gibt.187 Denn selbst als transzendenter Zweck ist der einzige 
Beweger in der sublunaren Welt ganz unbegriindet und unhalt- 
bar. Das aristotelische Bild, daf% die Welt an Gott ,,hangt“ 
(orto), entspricht gut diesem unbestimmten Verhaltnis 
zwischen dem ersten Beweger der Spharenwelt und einem 
hypothetisch einheitlichen Kosmos.138 Zumindest ist dadurch 
ausgedriickt, da& er weder die Welt durchdringt, noch aus sich 
emaniert.1°9 Soll aber die Zweckmafigkeit nicht bloS homo- 
nymer Natur oder Metapher sein, sondern ein wirklicher 
Faktor, eine causa finalis, so mute der teleologische Zu- 
sammenhang zwischen der super- und sublunaren Welt her- 
gestellt sein, und es mufSte in Gott oder von ihm aus 
der Zweck des Ganzen, ein Zweck, gefunden werden k6nnen. 
Bei Aristoteles aber gibt es weder einen Zweck, noch eine teleo- 
logisch geeinigte Welt. 

Fiir Maimonides war die Einheit der Welt, und somit 
ihre einheitliche Zweckmafigkeit, gesichert durch zwei wesent- 
liche Grundlehren: die Kreation ex nihilo und die Stellung 
des Aktiven Intellektes; oder, bei einer allgemeinen Fassung 
des zweiten Punktes, durch die neue Deutung der Funktion 


137 So z. B. Cassirer, Joc. cit., 12, S.216, der als inneren Widerstreit bei 
Aristoteles den zwischen seiner Naturansicht und der Metaphysik empfindet: 
»Der Weltbegriff hat seine Selbstindigkeit an den Gottesbegriff verloren.“ 
Ahnlich Lange, Geschichte des Materialismus, 17, S. 64, der die teleologische 
Immanenz als Pantheismus ansieht und ihr die ,,transzendente Gottesidee“, 
die dem ,,echt aristotelischen Gedanken“ vom unbewegten Beweger entspricht, 
gegentberstellt. 

138 Siebeck, Joc. cit., S. 29, will zunachst den Schlu8 vom adt0 éxuto xtyody 
auf die Annahme eines aus der sublunaren Welt, dem Himmelsgebaude und dem 
unbewegten Beweger bestehenden, einen lebenden und beseelten Organismus“ 
als berechtigt erkléren, muf aber selbst, S. 36 u. bes. S. 38, die Unhaltbarkeit 
dieser Anschauung, infolge der uniiberwindbaren Schwierigkeiten im System, zu- 
geben. ,Wenn es nur mit der Einheit dieses Cov besser bestellt wire!“ Die 
»Beseeltheit* der irdischen Welt kann nur als avaioyov zur eigentlich beseel- 
ten Spharenwelt angesehen werden. (S. 37.) In seinem spiateren Avistoteles, S. 53, 
sieht Siebeck ,,bei naherer Betrachtung“ diese Auffassung der Einheit der Welt 
(mit Einbeziehung des mpatov xtvody) als eine ,,Vereinigung von Gegensitzen“, 
die ,mehr behauptet als bewiesen“ ist. 

139 Siehe Jager, loc. cit., S. 411. ,Die Einheit Gottes mit der Welt“ — ,er 
ist ihre Einheit, obgleich er nicht in ihr ist“ — ist in diesem Bilde, aus dem 
wohl nur die zweite Hilfte des Satzes hervorgeht, schwerlich zu finden. 
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der Spharen im kosmischen Geschehen. Wir werden sehen, 
dafS§ gerade dieser Punkt der aristotelischen Lehre, wo, im 
Lichte der Teleologie, die Welt fiir ihn auseinanderfiel und 
nur, schwer vereinbar, an seinem unbewegten Beweger 
»hangen™ blieb — da es dieser Punkt war, wo Maimonides 
ansetzte, um das erschiitterte aristotelische Gebaude durch 
sein elgenes zu ersetzen. Und es wird sich auch zeigen, daf 
die vielzitierte Konzession, die Maimonides der aristotelischen 
Lehre in der sublunaren Welt einraumt,!4° und sogar die Ver- 
bindung dieser Konzession mit einer scheinbaren Teilung 
zwischen dem himmlischen und irdischen Bereich 141 nicht wort- 
lich zu nehmen sind. Fiir beide ist, durch den einschrankenden 
und betonten Zusatz der Unrichtigkeit der aristotelischen 
Lehren, insbesondere beziiglich der separaten Intelligenzen,1?? 
in der Giiltigkeit dieser Lehren, auch im sublunaren Geschehen, 
eine wesentliche Restriktion gegeben, die, prinzipiell gesehen, 
einer Aufhebung gleichkommt. 

Ist dies doch schon der Fall in der Frage der Kreation. 
Kreation aber und Stellung und Funktion der separaten 
Intelligenzen hingen enge zusammen und sind gleichsam gegen- 
seitig bedingt. Die Kreationslehre glaubt Maimonides nicht 
anders stiitzen zu kénnen als durch die prdazisierte Lehre von 


140 Moreh I 22: pasa rove ay myn bad; none swe xxeasn bos wom mene me bow 
peo NOs Fox sin. 5 

141 Moreh Il 24, wo auf die Stelle Il 22 bezug genommen wird und nur 
noch unsere Unwissenheit in den superlunaren Dingen hervorgehoben: > nam 
yyon oneda nye os xd ee 37 pst py sb oewow np. Dann unter Heranziehung 
des Verses Ps. CXV 6: nbi> jn mown nnny me oes... Depew Ane yp mad owe dm 
anytd od. Und als abschlieSende Mahnung: psyn man ndison byx tisys bas 
papnonbsn yewa maw ond wpa ay xbw nas. 

142 Moreh Il 22 als Fortsetzung des oben Zitierten: 1753 1mesw mes pow >> 
DSI DN AO_AM My Mpa prs) ose swe mead myst ws nypd o> 2w nr. 
Daf schon darin, entsprechend der maimunischen Lehre iiber den Zusammen- 
hang zwischen der sphirischen und der sublunaren Welt, eine eingestandene 
wesentliche Abschwachung des Vorherigen enthalten ist, ist klar. Falaquera, 
Moreh-Hamoreh, S. 106, findet den Widerspruch schon im Vordersatz allein — 
osm pwd ssw ow wys2 —, da doch die aristotelische Lehre von der Ewigkeit der 
ersten Materie sich auf die sublunare Welt bezieht und Maimonides I 74, 
Methode IV, die Kreation davon abhangig macht, pwssn sain na ners aNsnw 
YTO_S AN ABTA AEM. 
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den Spharen,14# da ja der Haupteinwand gegen die Kreation, 
der vom Verhaltnis Potentialitat — Aktualitat und ihrer 
Stellung im ‘Zeitlichen, durch das Heranziehen der Wirksam- 
keit des Aktiven Intellektes entkraftet wird.144 Anderseits 
aber ist auch zur richtigen Auffassung der separaten Intelli- 
genzen, schon in ihrer Wirksamkeit auf die Spharen, die 
Kreationstheorie als Grundlage nétig.145 Wie nun beide zu- 


143 Moreh Tl 2: sos wan xb onexm sd (sc. diy win by) by mossaw mpm 99 
pniwoxs Sy oeea soa8 7787 OmmDIT odown merge mp ons. Entgegen dem Ein- 
wande Munks, Il, S. 48 n. 4, scheint die Lesung und Ubersetzung Tibbons richtig 


zu sein, wenn es das Sunes als I. Pers. futur. act. (QaSesl) und nicht als perf. 
pass. (ioc) auffa8t und also sss (nicht ws" wie Charisi) ubersetzt. Denn 


nur so hat et einen Sinn; da ja aus der hergebrachten philosophischen Lehre 
von den separaten Intelligenzen sich fiir die Kreation nichts ergibt, sondern erst 
aus der maimunischen eigenen Interpretation und Ableitung derselben. Es ent- 
spricht auch der im Kapitel vorhergegangenen Bemerkung, dafs er die Theorien 
der Philosophen erganzen (opien nyt o>>wxw, Munk: achever) will, indem 
er ihre Beweise mit dem inn se, der Engellehre, in Einklang bringt. Auch 
die darauffolgende, mit besonderer Feierlichkeit eingefiihrte netpn spricht dafir: 
der Autor verwahrt sich dagegen, dafs seine Absicht eine naturwissenschaftliche 
sei, auch soweit dies mit der Weisheit Gottes zusammenhangt, oder die Frage 
etwa von der Natur oder Anzahl der Spharen oder der Anzahl der separaten 
Intelligenzen etc. Diese hauptsachlich physikalischen Fragen tiberlaft er anderen 
— er verfolgt einen ganz anderen Zweck. Damit ist deutlich genug gesagt, daf 
er wohl nicht blof§ eine Wiederholung der philosophischen Beweise fiir die 
separaten Intelligenzen vorhat. Uber die Stellung des omyxe by msn was pps 
gibt Ephodi (auch Schemb-Tob) zwei Moglichkeiten zur Wahl: entweder ver- 
bunden mit dem Vorhergehenden, wie hier zitiert, oder in Verbindung mit 
dem Darauffolgenden nr »:n5 mpm ondse x's. Im ersteren Falle sieht auch er 
den Sinn des x1 sx ys) in der spezifischen Beweisfiihrung Maimonides’: 
omexe by meso nso nio7x o/s pepmds. Doch ist dies als an wp nicht not- 
wendig; beide méglichen Auffassungen sind sehr gut vereinbar. Wie wir sahen, 
bilden alle drei: die Existenz der separaten Intelligenzen, die spezifisch maimu- 
nische Ableitung und die verwahrende espn — eine gedankliche Einheit. Das 
msn xvas ys1 bildet das Verbindungsglied. 

144 Moreh 11 18, Methode I. Wichtig ist, daf’ Maimonides das Heranziehen 
des Aktiven Intellektes nicht etwa als Vergleich mit Gott verstanden wissen 
will — nxyws nnn nt wy x1 — sondern es ihm auf die prinzipielle Még- 
lichkeit einer Tatigkeitsaufnahme beim Separaten ankommt, ohne daf dies eine 
zeitliche Aktualisierung bedeuten miifte. Doch ware dies ohne das gemein- 
same Charakteristikum der Separatheit nicht mdglich. 

145 Moreh II 19 g.E., wo abschliefend iiber die Frage der Verschiedenheit 
der Spharenbewegungen (woriiber noch spiter) gesagt wird: oxxesn mmdnn one 
SONS 3 mann > opm obown sme mon ON) DWN OSD OIA aT OD OPSSIDS) ordadaa 
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sammen, Theorie der Kreation und der separaten Intelligenzen, 
die Komponenten darstellen zur Bildung des einheitlichen Welt- 
bildes bei Maimonides — auf teleologischer Basis —, dies soll 
naher besehen werden. 

Der Aktive Intellekt ist es zunachst, der Sphiren- und 
Elementewelt verbindet, indem er nicht blo menschliche Er- 
kenntnis ermdglicht, sondern tiberhaupt alle Formen hervor- 
bringt, also die Aktuierung in der sublunaren Welt herbeifiihrt.14¢ 
Maimonides glaubte wohl damit eine echt aristotelische Lehre 
zu vertreten 147 — dabei aber die Metamorphose des aristoteli- 


mawy. Dies entsprechend der friiheren Behauptung: bmp ans nyt ond o> yt 
> m Sp adiys wits awn, und den am Schluf als Konsequenz sich er- 
gebenden zwei Fragen: iiber die Planmafigkeit, die sich darin zeigt, und 
die Schépfung ex nihilo. 

146 Moreh Il 4: mon josdow mss edy main ows Syn down ann ey Sswm 
wnss sos ondw osoms pn sow ons mops man minsosm nisin mins Spr bx 
Die von Alfarabi herstammende Bezeichnung ftir den Aktiven Intellekt +x5s sas) 
(vgl. Steinschneider, Alfarabi, S. 245) nimmt auch Maimonides, Il 12 — jms 
7037 — an. 

147 Moreh 1. 18, Methodel: aowemivov ss ays by Spr Sowa ar dy spssay 
1.985138 IN3W 1D> /MINN ny Awy sdo nny ny Mwy? nam — Tes sin Wwe — pony. Dem- 
nach hilt Maimonides die allgemeine Lehre vom Aktiven Intellekt als echt 
aristotelisch (allerdings durch vans m2wesm1 etwas abgeschwacht) und nur das 
Aussetzen seiner Tatigkeit als eine Behauptung Farabis. Munk, IJ, S. 138, iiber- 
setzt: ,Nous en avons une preuve dans l’intellect actif, qui, selon lopinion 
d’Aristote et de ses sectateurs, est separé et qui“ etc. Demnach wiirde sich 
die Berufung auf Aristoteles nur auf die Separatheit des Aktiven Intellektes 
beziehen und es wiirde auch der wirklichen Lehrmeinung Aristoteles’ de anima 
Il 5, wo der sogen. vots nomtxds als yxebprotos bezeichnet wird, entsprechen. 
Dies war offenbar das Motiv Munks bei der Heraushebung des qui“ und die 
Einschaltung Aristoteles’ in Parenthese. Doch ist dieser Auslegungsversuch im 
Text nicht begriindet: sp. pases in 9398 aywam mons wn vdy Sxyebdss Spydy 7d4 bys 
spr dymr sbi snp dye, wonach, ganz wie die Tibbonsche Ubersetzung, die Be- 
rufung auf Aristoteles allgemein gehalten ist und erst dann der Relativsatz der 
Separatheit beginnt. Es ist schon gut anzunehmen, daf’ Maimonides die von 

ihm akzeptierte und allgemein geltende Lehre vom kosmischen Aktiven 
Intellekt als echten Aristoteles ansah, ohne sich vorsichtigerweise nur im Punkte 
der Separatheit auf ihn berufen zu wollen. Denn, sollte Maimonides jene Stelle 
de anima Ws vor Augen gehabt haben, so ist unsere Moreh-Stelle die scharfste 
Polemik gerade gegen sie. Denn nur zwei Zeilen nach der Erklarung, da dieser 
vods ein yodptotos ist, hei®t es: 7 S& zata Sivauiv yedver meotéoa ev ta Evil, dhws 
Si 0332 ypdvw aAN ody Ste wév vost GtE B00 vost, Das heift, das aus 
der Tatsache, da hier hws keine Aktualisierung in der Zeit stattfindet, folgt, 
daf der vots seine Tatigkeit niemals aussetzt. Vgl. iibrigens Zeller, loc. cit., 
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schen sogenannten vov¢ xouyruxdg bei Alexander-Farabi, be- 
wuft oder unbewuft, iibersehend. Auf jeden Fall aber hat 
Maimonides, sogar gegeniiber Farabi, die Stellung des Aktiven 
Intellekts noch mehr heraugestrichen. Charakteristisch hiefiir 
ist vor allem der Versuch, von unten aus die Existenz, ja 
die logische Notwendigkeit des Aktiven Intellekts zu be- 
weisen.!48 Betrachtet man diesen Beweis naher, so ist es nicht 
blo& eine neue Zutat zu dem bereits von Aristoteles-Farabi 
rezipierten Weltbild, wonach der Aktive Intellekt der zehnte 
der separaten Intelligenzen ist und seine Wirksamkeit sich auf 
die Erde erstreckt. Es soll eben gezeigt werden, daf alles 
formbildende Geschehen in der sublunaren Welt ohne diesen 
separaten Intellekt (der ihr zugeordnet ist wie die anderen 
separaten Intelligenzen ihren Sphiaren) logisch gar nicht denk- 
bar ware. Der Vergleich mit dem Tischler und der Idee des 
Schrankes, die dem wirklichen Schrank vorausgehen mufs,1+® 
beriihrt aber gerade diese Art von Zusammenhang des Realen 


S. 571 Anm. 2. Die Hauptabsicht unseres Moreh-Abschnittes ist die Beweis- 
fihrung fiir das genaue Gegenteil: dafS trotzdem der Aktive Intellekt keine zeit- 
liche Aktualisierung erfahrt, er dennoch seine Tatigkeit aussetzt. Darum auch 
wird diese Ansicht Farabis durch ein wortliches Zitat belegt. Wahrend also 
Maimonides die allgemeine Lehre vom Aktiven Intellekt als aristotelische Ansicht 
ansieht, fiihrt er diese zusatzliche Lehre Farabis, vom Aussetzen der Tatigkeit, 
ins Treffen gegen Aristoteles. In der Mitte steht das mp3 sin qws, das sowohl 
fiir Aristoteles gilt, aber auch gleichzeitig den Stiitzpunkt bildet fiir die Lehre 
Farabis. Eine Ubersetzung daher, wie die Weif’, Il 118: ,,Dies beweist nach 
Ansicht Aristoteles’ die aktive Vernunft“ etc. die, der extremste Gegensatz zu 
Munk, gar die ganze Beweisfithrung auf Aristoteles griinden will, ist nicht 
nur dem Original nicht treu, sondern auch sachlich ganz irrig. 

148 Moreh II 4; vgl. meine Abhandlung Proph., S. 97. 

149 Jbid.: sin wes MNT Twy? xd san oD  SMON pHs seMEN AMM pos 
Me TSS ws Non ca Sows qws usm myer amen my wows wwse bay pois 
Synpd auinn. Wird nun hier die Idee geradezu als die erzeugende Ursache be- 
zeichnet, so ist es scheinbar anders in III 19, wo auch ein technisches Gleichnis 
angefuhrt wird: sinn obs3 nwyan Syrpnw sdb odor pe ob byw bow son assy 


son 1b mwyd dior mn xd rdex axe, und als Beispiel wird der Nadelerzeuger ange- 
fihrt, der auch vom Nihen eine richtige Vorstellung besitzen mu, um die 
Nadel richtig zu machen. Doch muf diese Variation keine Anderung des im 
ersten Gleichnis Ausgedriickten bedeuten. Form und Leistung fallen eben zu- 
sammen; die Erzeugung, um richtig, d.h. der Idee entsprechend, zu sein, setzt 
also auch die richtige Vorstellung der Beniitzung voraus. Die Idee ist, anders 
ausgedriickt, der Zweck. 
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mit dem Idealen, den Aristoteles gewéhnlich, im Gleichnis des 
Hausbaues, fiir die Charakteristik des Zweckbegriffes 
verwendet.1®° Diese logische Ableitung bekommt also von Haus 
aus teleologische Farbung. Die aristotelische Entelechie, die ein 
Zweck-Innehaben bedeutet,!®! und deren Verwirklichung nur 
durch die Steresis stimuliert wird, sie wird hier gebunden an 
einen Akt der Leitung, von oben her erfolgt, durch den 
Mittler zwischen Gott und Welt.152 Die Entwicklung des 
Organismus aus dem Keim, die fiir Aristoteles das Urbeispiel 
fiir seine Teleologie war, sie wird hier noch einen dazukommen- 
den oberen Faktor, dem Engel, zugeschrieben, der, wie Mai- 
monides durch eine Parallelisierung deutlich zum Ausdruck 
bringt, mit der immanenten Tendenz des Keimes als solchen 
nicht identisch ist.153 


150 So z.B. Phys. 199a7f., Eth. Nic. 1097 a 14f., de part. anim. 639 b taf. 
Us Vea 

151 Jager, loc. cit., S. 409: Das Eidos mit Bezug auf die Bewegung heift 
ty-teA- eye, insofern jedes Ding im Eidos das verwirklichte téos der Bewegung 
innehat.“ 

152 Moreh Il 51 wird der Aktive Intellekt als Band zwischen Gott und 
uns bezeichnet 1221 193 ws (Hubs) prsan (Munk: le lieu). Ebenso III 52: 
Hews ps 123 ws pista sinw p»dy yerwn down xin ypinen pats sinm bom. 

153 Moreh IL 6 wird von allen Naturkraften als von s2xby gesprochen; 
gegen die mifsverstandene Ideenlehre wird betont ns>33 sy myxen spon ib psw 
poxde mysoxs 52 dy onw ne op. om bys oeossn. Dann bei Ablehnung 
der grob-materialisierenden Auffassung vom Engel werden dieser folgende 
zwei Auffassungen entgegengestellt: omasn ibs non awy see n> ys ow mown 
spy bw aw sim tx bon sin1 opie Sowa ndapee pd monsny oS qNden sim oom 
Von diesen zwei voneinander unterschiedenen Anschauungen entspricht die 
erste der echt aristotelischen, immer noch der materialistischen vorzuziehen, die 
zweite aber ist die eigentliche maimunische, wie tiberall gelehrt. Munk, I, S. 71, 
betont die zweite Halfte des Satzes durch die Ubersetzung des 1s mit ou bien. 
Ephodi z.St. erklaért zu yswn sin non An — ‘31 ys pw dann zu — ‘31 95> nonenw w 
ADS NIT AWD poms mm eT App den down vmw db. Dagegen Falaquera, 
Moreh-Hamoreh, S. 88, will beide Auffassungen zugleich gelten lassen: 5521 
baa3 Sow pment Apt opsy n> omen YEen oD DION nT esst3 niyta onw. Diese 
Interpretation, betrachtlich iibertrieben, vertritt Schem-Tob z.St. Auch er will 
beide vereinigen: ssw w> 4..nO8T 817... 93 SBOIT WHI ND MAM ATW oN 
w/a Oy samy mswn nym 555 ywoo Syn bows sim qsdem cn pawns 12 Twos 
Um nun diese Vereinigung — masyn mins niy tn enw 1210 S72 nexm — mdglich 
zu machen, muf er, aus eigenem, eine Rollenverteilung zwischen -»x7 non 
und 5y:pn 5swn vornehmen, die nichtssagend ist. Daf hier Ephodi, in der Aus- 
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Diese Einwirkung des letzten spharischen separaten Intel- 
lektes auf das Irdische, die auch aus diesem als notwendig 
erwiesen werden kann, hat wenig Ahnlichkeit mit der losen 
Beziehung der aristotelischen pipnots — sie ist eben ein festes 
Band — noch auch mit der Lehre von der Einwirkung der 
Gestirndrehungen auf das Entstehen und Vergehen in der 
sublunaren Welt. Letzteres lehnt Maimonides wiederholt aus- 
driicklich ab. Er 1a®t es wohl in einem gewissen Mafe gelten,1** 


einanderhaltung der beiden Ansichten und Anerkennung der zweiten, richtig 
gesehen hat, ist klar. 

154 Moreh Il 11 wird als Einflu& dritter Ordnung im Kosmischen der auf 
das Materielle gerichtete bezeichnet top3m man Aran mt by maw mins od3b30 jo ew 
oder nistio?s ds mins inxs 392 5253 52. ~DafS diese mechanischen Prozesse in der 
Elementenwelt mit der Formgebung des Aktiven Intellektes nicht identisch sind, 
ist aus Il 12 klar ersichtlich. Vel. ausfiihrlich in meiner Abhandlung Proph., S. 94 
Anm. 78. Auffallend ist die Stelle I 72, wo von den vier Naturkraften — der 
mineralischen, vegetativen, vitalen und auch intellektuellen — non jm nn 
ss1a 525 201 — als von der Sphare herkommend gesprochen und hinzugeftigt 
wird: 230 nppm (sc. ovdadan bw) onwy ans powes Twin ais yrges mt bay 
ys (zur Lesung, ows statt ow, vgl. Munk, I, S. 362 n. 2). DafS auch der 
Intellekt von den Drehungen der Sphare, die rein mechanisch sind, abhangen 
soll, kann unméglich Lehrmeinung Maimonides sein. (Vgl. folgende Anmerkung.) 
Ahnliches wurde ja auch schon II 10 gesagt — aber doch ganz anders. Dort 
werden zwei Parallelierungen durchgefihrt: die erste zwischen den vier Arten 
der Spharen und den ihnen entsprechenden vier Elementen; die andere zwischen 
den vier Ursachen der sphiarischen Bewegung — aban nynsn mae — und den 
daraus folgenden vier mbbi> mn>. Bei der ersteren spielt die Drehung der Sonne 
eine Rolle. Die letztere Parallele dagegen ist bei der Spharenbewegung: »ny-m> 
basan Sown j(vyr 12 qws) dw wes, und anderseits bei den Kraften: ,osxno7 nn 
miston wen Nn west ,Mmewn we37; daraus ergibt sich klar, daf$ die msqwn wes 
dem 133 bsw entspricht und von ihm abzuleiten ist. (Warum Munk, JJ, S. 89, 
die, im Text durch ein einfaches Binde-Waw verbundenen, zwei Vierergruppen 
durch das Dazwischensetzen eines Semikolons und die Hinzufiigung, in Klammern, 
»il y a aussi® auseinanderreift, ist nicht einzusehen.) Dabei beruft sich Mai- 
monides — isw3w 12 — offenbar auf I 72 (Ephodi). Und selbst in I 72, kurz 
vor der zitierten Stelle, wird von der Bewegung der Sphiren lediglich anys: minwnn 
abgeleitet, wovon wohl die Mineralien, die Pflanzen und auch on »5pay O35 oe 
abhangen, anyon x anaw me -pe, aber nicht der Mensch mit seinem Intellekt. 
Am niachsten wiirde unserer Stelle noch die Darstellung II 30 kommen, wo auch 
von den durch die spharischen Bewegungen verursachten Licht und Finsternis 
das Werden der Elementenwelt abhangig gemacht wird — issym Sadan nyonsi 
ont whe Jwinsi 831 n17157n —, und hier ist schon auch der Mensch genannt: 
DIST 877 wBMANA AZIM ~mysn onsn ons. Aber doch immer nicht der Intellekt! 
Nun hat Ephodi schon am unmittelbar vorhergehenden Ausspruch: sxenw wes d2 
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schrankt aber ihre Bedeutung ein, als nur ,nahe Ursache des 
Entstehens und Vergehens — im Gegensatze zu jener 
leitenden Tatigkeit der Sphiarenintellekte, die eben eine 
andere, hinzukommende Funktion ist.155 Zwischen den 
Einwirkungen der Gestirne, die auf Nahe und Ferne beruhen, 
und dem Wirken der Spharen-Intellekte auf die irdische 
Welt ist strenge zu scheiden, da dieses mit dem Wirken 
Gottes ein Gemeinsames hat.1®* Die Wirkung der Spharen- 
intellekte wird nicht so gedacht, daf sie in einer selbstgeniig- 
samen Passivitat als Opexté angestrebt werden, sondern als Folge 
einer tiber die Bediirfnisse der eigenen Sphare hinausgehenden 
Aktivitat. Die Ausstrémung kommt von einer Uber- 


Sadan wes nndonn ods wes dy25 Anstof§ genommen und miiht sich, etwa durch 
Identifizierung von badan we: mit byinn bow, ab, die Stelle im Sinne der maimu- 
nischen Gesamtlehre zu erklaren. Seine andere Lésung: sin dadan amd ssrw 
S17 m3pom v2 Mrs map dadsnw sob agsyw xb pms dapnd ads posenn poo 
Syipn bswn — die wird wohl die einzig médgliche auch fiir unsere sonst 
unerklarbare Stelle sein. Im selben Kapitel wird ja auch vom intellektuellen 
Vermégen erklart: we» mp3 onda A133 n> IN ASTON Nn. 

155 Moreh I 5 g. E. wird als Meinung der Philosophen angeftihrt, daf 
Saban yo yoy myer mnos mobws pnnns abs nt nanin, was aber dann erklart wird: 
mn Moy gi ws -Pwini en by ADIe pay sim manans pwowr nbwaen pan 
3219p soanm. (Ober den Unterschied zwischen namp n30 und npin oder mann, 
welch letztere von einer wesentlich groferen Bedeutung ist, wird 169 gesprochen.) 
Diese Stelle, wo von der manznn nnssx gesprochen wird, beleuchtet die anderen 
Stellen, wo die Veranderung von Licht und Finsternis auch die Bedeutung einer 
Leitung scheinbar zugeschrieben wird, wie I 72 und II 30; vgl. Anm. 154. 
Wenn also auch I 72 in diesem Zusammenhang gesagt wird: 29730" son dadan 
anyisns odyn opdn ssw, so wird aus unserer Stelle, II 5, die Bedeutung der 
eigentlichen wan klargestellt. 

156 Moreh Il 12 wird der Unterschied zwischen der mechanischen Mischung, 
xx, die von der Bewegung der Sphare herriihrt, und der eigentlichen Formgebung 
in zwei Punkten hervorgehoben: im Raumlichen und im Zeitlichen. Die erstere 
ist materieller Natur und wirkt im Nebeneinander oder, mit anderen Worten, 
durch Berithrung — mys oder mx ma prin ww 9x dx spa nanp — und auerdem 
in einem Nacheinander — j1ws85 jr wNrZwanm sim — also in der Zeit, in der 
Bewegung. Das Gegenteil bei den Formen: :19n sx wanna nbs wanne 53 om. 
“25. Das Raumliche ist ausgeschaltet — snve pr by shi nyaaa mwy? 89 Syn at — 
und auch das Zeitliche, auch beim Entstehen und Vergehen: o3981 
yorsdsiaop° 1s iwainn. Die Funktion des x» bleibt eine blo& vorbereitende, 
in der Materie: 135 msn b2p> -mnn pron sien. Hingegen die Tatigkeit der sepa- 
raten Intellekte ist in ihrer Art der Tatigkeit Gottes gleich und wie diese in unserer 
Sprache nicht wiederzugeben: ‘x ow nnos by D2 xdw. 
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stromung.25? Und das Wesentliche, das das Merkmal dieser 
letzteren Tatigkeit ausmacht, ist vor allem die Tatsache der 
bewuften Tatigkeit. Die Tatigkeit geschieht nicht auto- 
matisch und nur als Folge der Bewegungen, sondern ist ein 
bewuftes leitendes Einwirken.1°* Also gerade dieses teleo- 
- logische Moment ist es, daf{ Maimonides gegeniiber Aristoteles 
der Einwirkung der Spharen hinzufiigt, und zwar als ihre | 
wesentliche Aufgabe — wodurch eben das Einbeziehen der 
ganzen Welt, auch der sublunaren durch den Aktiven Intellekt, 
in die groSe verniiftig-bewute Zielstrebigkeit und somit die 
Einheit der Welt im Lichte dieser Teleologie gesichert ist. 

Denn nicht allein fiir die sublunare Welt, auch fiir die 
Spharenwelt findet Maimonides die aristotelische Konzeption 
der Spharen-Beweger als unzureichend. Schon beim ersten Er- 
wahnen der aristotelischen Spharen und ihrer Intellekte findet 
sich bei Maimonides eine sonst nicht iibliche Ungenauigkeit in 
der Zahlangabe der Spharen; er spricht wiederholt von 50,15 
wahrend doch Aristoteles nach einer langen Auseinander- 
setzung 16° zu 55 gelangt. Dieses pauschalierende Verfahren, 

157 Moreh II 11; die Tatigkeit der Sphare beruht auf der Tatsache nw 
andnd mobdw wes ani w pays imedw. Wenn nun auch hier die mit Gott beginnende 
Reihe beim Aktiven Intellekt endet, bezw. bei den Spharen bis zum Monde, 
worauf dann vepsm min man folgt, so finden wir doch, II 37, eine ahnliche Er- 
scheinung bei der Prophetie, die auch auf eine tiberstré6mende Vollkommen- 
heit indo: oS wad amadw dy yowrw ayw we bs yon (sc. omdsq pow) ast anew 
zuriickgefihrt wird. Ganz hért also dieser Vorgang auch in der sublunaren 
Welt nicht auf; ebenso wie die Kreation. 

188 Moreh. II 7 wird betont, dafs die Spharen nicht als materielle Krafte auf- 
zufassen sind — ysv on 1wx —, sondern oxma ommbhpp orywo odoym obdadon 
svmiet. Ahniich I 5 g.E. 13 oy amynow ned oye ovdabanen und dann: spwa jor 
ban army by mann nme pnw. nem swe sian oosi yy xd ms ost eaaen aw. 

159 Moreh Il 4 zuerst allgemein mbadanw (sc. wos bw) ers sen one sp 
p>won; dann in Form eines Zitats: js 03 onmpsn obown p> poym Os WOM DT 
owen. Bemerkenswert auch die Ausdruckweise ‘2 wos (yep od1) s12 xb. Auch 
in der reservierenden netpn von II 2 wird gerade dieser Punkt, die Zahl, als 
sekundaér mehrmals wiederholt: sb) obzban man sas oNsew 1s ona ann dt 
D5 pep NP dann wieder: ;nous 1s Ds DONS1 ONE dow pyyMs sate uNSNw> 
3) 0973097. 

160 Met. XII 8. Auch Ibn-Sina in seiner Methaphysik (IX, 3) spricht, aller- 
dings vorsichtiger, von ,,circiter quinquaginta et amplius“. Vgl. Munk, II 56 
n. 3. Doch der Annahme Munks, daf’ Maimonides in der Zahlangabe lediglich 
Ibn-Sina folgt, widerspricht das mit worms sus: eingefiihrte Zitat Aristoteles” 
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wie auch sonst der Ton dort, entbehren sicherlich nicht einer 
leisen Ironie tiber die astronomische Akribie bei Aristoteles 
gerade in diesem Zusammenhange.!*! Viel eingehender aber 
wird diese Frage behandelt in der grofen Auseinandersetzung 
mit Aristoteles, in deren Zusammenhang Maimonides ins- 
besondere die Komplikationen, in die sich Aristoteles durch 
seine Spharen-Motoren-Theorie begeben hat, indem er sie allein 
aus der natiirlichen Bewegung ableiten will, nachweist und 
insbesondere betont, daf$ Aristoteles nicht einmal seine eigenen, 
aus der Verschiedenheit der Spharenbewegung sich ergebenden 
Schwierigkeiten befriedigend zu lésen imstande ist.162 Es war 
nicht die Vielheit, die Maimonides hier anfocht, wie es die 
fritheren Angreifer dieser Lehre taten 16? — eine Mehrzahl 
von separaten Intelligenzen nimmt ja auch er an —, sondern 
es ist der Punkt, wo sich bei Aristoteles die klaffende Dis- 
krepanz ergibt zwischen der teleologischen Absicht, die doch 
auf das Dasein der Spharenbeweger fiihrt, und dem Mangel 


(s. vorige Anmerkung), wo das einleitende }> »:yn ox dem aristotelischen: 10 piv 
ovy mArfog tv cyatody Eotw tocotitov, dete... wortlich entspricht; wie ja auch 
Munk sogar den ganzen Ausspruch unter Anfithrungszeichen bringt. Eher wire 
die maimunische Zahl 50 zu erklaren durch die von Aristoteles selbst unmittel- 
bar vorher offengelassene Moglichkeit an Stelle der 55 Spharen, nach Ausschluf 
yon Sonne und Mond und ihrem Anhang, 49 anzunehmen. Genau ist es aber 
auch so nicht. 

161 Dieses Kap. 8 hat allen Aristoteles-Kommentatoren, vom Simplicius bis 
Lasson, Schwierigkeiten bereitet, weshalb es manche in de coelo, manche auch in 
die Physik verlegen wollten. Jager, Joc. cit., S. 369 ff., hat klar dargelegt, daf 
dieses, den Zusammenhang zwischen Kap.7 und 9 zerreifende Kap. 8 ein spa- 
teres ,astronomisches Einschiebsel* in das Buch A der Met. ist. 

162 Moreh II 19 ist dies das Kernstiick des Angriffes auf Aristoteles. Mai- 
monides ist es besondersdarum zu tun, daf$ auch Aristoteles die Unldésbarkeit 
empfunden hat: amy sd onssa mee mexd Sonwm poo x53 svenpm mst innynd ps 
pby myyxon; dennoch aber: abd ody» xdr nr a> obws xb. Dann wiederholt: 
waess mwdin ya poo xb womxw. Die Theorie der Sonder-Beweger wird als Aus- 
kunftversuch infolge dieser selbstempfundenen Schwache bezeichnet: »5 *5 myy 
pa peop mp ospe sim oss baba bb mes dow mane youn onxw md pos Hes Ww 
meso ma mmm gd sinw osss mam pons myuns dada bo sn ss nw spy. (Vel. oben 
Anm. 136 itiber die von Jager nachgewiesene Unsicherheit.) Der Wiederspruch 
richtet sich natiirlich nur gegen diese Ableitung, denn zur Sache wurde ja 
Il 4 u. 6, die Zuordnung von separater Intelligenz und Sphare und die Gleich- 
heit der Zahl beider vollkommen akzeptiert. 

163 Siehe oben Anm. 135. 
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einer zugrundegelegten Planmafigkeit des Ganzen, 
woraus sich erst ihr Sosein begriinden liefSe. Und dies ist 
gerade fiir Maimonides der sicherste Punkt, von dem aus er 
zur Kreation ex nihilo, die aber in ihrem Wesenskern die zweck- 
wollende Planmafigkeit, die 2m m2 bedeutet, vordringt.*°* 
Dieser Frage ist auch das ganze Kapitel gewidmet. Gerade 
die Vielheit und Verschiedenheit im Betriebe der Sphare fiihrt 
zur Einheit der Grundabsicht. Und nur so ist auch der wahre 
Charakter der separaten Intelligenz gesichert — in Korrelation 
zur Stiitzung der Kreationstheorie durch den Vergleich mit dem 
Aktiven Intellekt.165 Denn dafs all diese Probleme eine Ein- 
heit bilden, hat Maimonides auch programmatisch deutlich her- 
vorgehoben. All die drei Punkte in einem Atem genannt: 
dafS alles erschaffen ist, da auch die separaten Intelligenzen 
erschaffen sind, dafs, drittens, die Spharenintellekte bewuft 
leitend wirken — das ist es, ,,worin wir Aristoteles be- 


kampfen.“ 166 


164 Moreh Il 19; Aristoteles mifslang seine Lésung, da er sie versuchte 
pre na sy Sy sb ops syn oy by dor mmw (wenn es ihm gelungen ware 1 jnw 
spa mt mem... mdaban man wbnnn mdy). Aber ab> at dp» obo wins ... mys td. 
Alle die Fragen wie ddan monn myxo und iiberhaupt osiy wi oscon bs mina 
meonnon ambaba mum sipoe, sie alle poo na pd ono ony ast 52 o> peo ps. 
Wahrend in der sublunaren Welt die Bewegungen natiirlich zu erklaren sind, 
sind anderseits sm sos) os Own DX 79> DID NIT 7D OrsID1 OdIb3s ONeIT OMdaa 
morse woNom ars mia sd posses ard own, namlich wenn die omnes pdoy 
lediglich als richtunggebende Spharenbeweger angesehen werden. Und der 
Grund dafiir (nt 21) ist die Immaterialitat der Intelligenzen, die es nicht zu- 
lassen, daf$ zwischen ihnen und den Sphiren eine Relation der Lage — mw 
D2oam 7d miman ond — bestiinde und so eine Bewegung gegen Osten oder Westen 
verursachte. Diese Funktion der separaten Intelligenz wiirde ihre Defini- 
tion aufheben. Munk II 162, iibersetzt dieses logisch verbindende 73 <2) 
(7?4j#21) mit ,en effet“ und leitet darauf einen neuen Satz ein, vom vorigen 
getrennt. Dies ist nicht nur in bezug auf den Text nicht genau, sondern zerreift 
auch diesen einheitlichen Gedanken. 

165 Siehe oben Anm. 147. 

166 Moreh Il 6 g.E. Entgegen den zwei, uns widersprechenden Anschau- 
ungen des Aristoteles, von der Ewigkeit und der Naturnotwendigkeit der Dinge, 
werden es bei uns drei: oytyp3n py>2wn saa own si33 om dow poss uno 
sDva7n397 Mimo ws ons own odadam obswm x43 ws sim pond npwnn ms d3b33 pwn 
179» prdm3 ora. Rein stilistisch ist diese Steigerung bemerkenswert; Schépfung, 
Schépfung auch der separaten Intelligenzen, Schdpfung plus Leitungsfunktion 
dieser Intelligenzen. 
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So ist es nun die vermittelnde-leitende Funktion der 
separaten Intelligenzen — fiir die sublunare Welt der Aktive 
Intellekt —, die die Einheit der Welt in ihrem Geschehen, 
und der Akt der Kreation, der sie in ihrem Entstehen-: 
gewahrleistet; denn dieser gilt fiir Sphare und Erde zugleich. 
Beide aber sind nur Ausdruck eines und desselben Prinzips, 
das im Teleologischen wurzelt. Wohl hat auch Farabi die 
leitende Funktion des Aktiven Intellekten gelehrt,167 und 
Gazali lehrte auch die Bedeutung des Teiles und das Einzel- 
wissen Gottes,!®® aber erst mit Hinzutreten des Kreations- 
Moments hat das Ganze seine Grundlegung erhalten. Die 
aristotelische Steresis hat Maimonides zu einer _,,speziellen“ 
Steresis umgedeutet,!® der er die ,,absolute Steresis,!7° nam- 
lich die der Kreation vorangegangene, hinzufiigt oder ent- 
gegenstellt. Aber durch dieses Hinzutreten der absoluten 
Steresis, und also der zweckstrebigen Kreation, hat auch die 
,spezielle eine Wandlung erfahren, indem ihre Form-Reali- 
sierung auch erst mit dem leitenden Einwirken des Spharen- 
Intellekts erméglicht wurde.17! Denn letzten Endes war ja 
auch jene Beweisfiihrung fiir die 12" mn> von der Verschieden- 


167 Siche Alfarabi, Hatchalath-Hanimzaim ed Philipowski S.2f., 43. 

168 Vel. de Boer, Joc. cit., S. 145. 

169 Moreh Il 17 wo, nach Aristoteles, die drei Prinzipien des Seienden -xinn 
(yizse5s sys) tn1990 synm msm genannt werden. Im selben Sinne auch 
I 55, als notwendig fiir die Aktualisierung: mrons sqyn yds sain n> b>. 

170 Moreh IL 13 (wn nysn) wird als Meinung der Philosophen das 
Leugnen an einem “123 s1yn (pn osy) angegeben, wahrend wir auch vom Himmel 
annehmen, dafs er entstanden ist (p>weds anyds) whmion cspnn ans xs ost 8d. 
Auch II 17 wird von (pnrebs paybys pbyds) s21 soya nysyn gesprochen. Ander- 
seits aber konnte Maimonides dem Kalam nicht zustimmen, da es nur einen 
sion syn gebe und daf$ diesem Realitat zukomme, II ro auch I 73, Pram. 7. 
Maimonides wollte nicht die aristotelische Steresis verabsolutieren, sondern sie fiir 
das Werden nach der Schdpfung als spezielle erhalten. Und wenn auch 
Il 22 das negative Prinzip, der ww = Steresis — vgl. Ephodi z. St. und Munk 
Ill S. 165, n. 1 — tiefer steht als die anderen mnbsyn +22, weswegen auch von ihm 
nicht synn, d.h. die beabsichtigte Dauer ausgesagt wird, so ist er doch in der 
sublunaren Welt, wenn auch jnsv onda, nicht erlaflich. Indem Munk das eine 
Mal, im aristotelischen Sinne, ,,privation“ iibersetzt, bei der Schdpfung aber 
»neant“, kommt der terminologische Zusammenhang zwischen den beiden 
Formen des (ety) syn nicht ganz klar zur Geltung. 

171 Siehe oben Anm. 153. 
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heit der spharischen Bewegungen nur hypothetischen Charak- 
ters — indem. sich Maimonides auf den Boden Aristoteles’ 
stellte, um ihn von hier aus zu widerlegen. In Wirklichkeit 
war ja der Sinn der Kreation — wir kodnnen es hier nur 
andeutungsweise beriihren — ein ganz anderer. Maimonides 
hat die Kreation nicht nur nicht beweisen k6nnen, sondern 
auch nicht beweisen wollen, er hat sie postuliert. 

Gegen alle Einwdnde, die sich aus den Begriffen der Zeit 
und der Naturwissenschaft gegen die Kreation ergeben,17” ver- 
teidigt sie Maimonides mit der prinzipiellen Ablehnung aller 
Induktion. Nicht vom System der Natur, nicht vom 
empirischen Dasein aus soll die Schépfung bewiesen werden, 
das ware eben unmdglich.17? Aber eine Widerlegung ware nur | 
dann giiltig, wenn sie von der Gottesidee deduziert 
werden kénnte.174 Die Moglichkeit einer Beweisfiihrung wird 
also dadurch in eine ganz andere Sphare gehoben. Wiederum 
tritt uns hier entgegen die strenge Auseinanderhaltung von 
empirischhem Dasein, aus dem sich kein strikter Gegen- 
beweis ergeben kann, und der Idee der Welt, als Einheit — 
es ist dieselbe terminologische Auseinanderhaltung, die wir 
friiher beziiglich der Teleologie gesehen haben.175 Fiirs Dasein 


172 Moreh Tl 14; im pws qr wird die Beweisfiihrung ftir die Weltewigkeit 
auf Grund der Bewegung und der Zeit besprochen; im letzten 4x1 (VII) die 
Argumentation mit der in der Natur’ vorhandenen Ordnung und Okonomie, 
woraus, auf der Basis einer Identifikation noon = wxy, die Ewigkeit des 
Naturdaseins, gleich der Ewigkeit der ny2n, abzuleiten ist. 

173 Moreh IL 17, wo die Hauptwiderlegung gegen Aristoteles sich 
gegen seine Syips minn obwn nin myxon yas mys richtet, was, wie fur die 
anderen Argumente, auch ftir die Bewegung gilt, daS ein Beweis nyinn youn, 
d.h. why pms semw yawn ot by myn xyom ons nichts besagen kann. Maimonides 
selbst verwahrt sich dagegen, daf er beweisen wolle by my min myxnn mr ypsew 
wine anvn. 

174 Ibid. g.E. Wenn nur die Méglichkeit gegeben ist, wrmn nyt pros. 
Die Beweisfiihrung hierftir kann vom Erschaffenen nicht ausgehen. Eine Un- 
méglichkeit kénnte erwiesen werden bswn inaen>w nov doy messn psue xb 
own pins. Beim myxsn ysw gibt es namlich auch keinen Weg b2vn inanw, 
er miifte denn der der Induktion sein und die gilt nicht. 

175 Siehe oben Anm. 74. Auch hier wird bei der, unzulissigen, Beweis- 
fihrung Aristoteles’ ninbs yu (Guide Il, 1>b, 5a) oder s95158 san Hpooy 
(> a) gebraucht; wahrend im Zusammenhange mit der Kreation ausschlie£lich 
von obsy (IE n">b, 15a) oder nnbuiz absyds (1d a) die Rede ist. Charakteristisch 
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la®t sie sich nicht beweisen; in der Welt als Einheit mu& sie 
gesetzt werden. 

Und da die Kreation postuliert und ihre Beweisfiihrung 
nur die Deduktion yon Gott zur Basis haben kann, steht sie 
auch in unlésbarer Verkniipfung mit der normatiy formulier- 
ten Zweckmafigkeit, mit der Torah. Charakteristisch fiir dieses 
Verhaltnis ist der Gedankengang, wo zunachst von einer Uber- 
einstimmung zwischen dem Berichte der Torah und der Krea- 
tionslehre die Rede ist, was nicht wesentlich entscheidend 176 
ist, dann zur Erklarung der Beschaffenheit der Torah im Sinne 
der Kreation iibergeht, am Schlusse aber darin gipfelt, daf die 
Torah als solche ihre Méglichkeit durch die Grundlegung 
der Kreationslehre erhalt; die Torah steht und fallt mit der 
Kreation.’77 Oder jenes eigentiimlich anmutende Kapitelchen 
iiber den Sabbat und seinen Zusammenhang mit der Befrei- 
ung aus Agypten, die zum Symbol der allgemeinen sittlich- 


ist die Entgegenstellung des bereits zitierten mon nix’son m ysv, von dem 
eine Kreation nicht ausgesagt werden kann, und 15553 obaynw osmyy 
soynm ans awn inesen. Munk ist auch hier in der Ubersetzung nicht konsequent; 
wahrend er wiederholt (II S. 133) das nibs Hysy mit ,nature de |’ étre“ iiber- 
setzt, heifSt es ein anderes Mal (S. 137), fiir denselben Ausdruck, ,,nature de 
univers“. 

178 Moreh Il 25 wird mit der vielzitierten Reservation eingeleitet, dafS der 
Kreationsglaube nicht infolge des Haftens am Wortlaut der Torah statuiert wird, 
denn swab wb swes en bas pba win pays 12> pryses Ndr usps opin wrt yy Nd 
mann 5p ani am nr od (sc. prinst ms). Doch wird hier (m2wn npn) die alle- 
gorische Auslegung vermieden, da die Ewigkeit der Welt prinzipiell unzu- 
lassig ist: ‘21 inns Sony ne b> nbwser ... mpye pan pam Nv mam... metpT nas Sox. 
Wahrend es aber hier noch mit dem mx enge verbunden erscheint, wird es 
spater erweitert: mainm menny newex ods mois ym obyn wen mooxn oy 2 yn 
seemmnn wos Dwi nai mer... mse mdea omg md... mone do dpm newer. 
Munk II 198 iibersetzt den Anfang dieses Zitats: tous les miracles devenant 
possibles, la (révelation de la) Loi devient possible aussi“ etc. Durch diese 
eigene Hinzufiigung in der Klammer wird auch die Frage der Torah auf die 
des ms reduziert — was aber aus den nachher aufgezahlten Gesichtspunkten, 
wo Torah-und Wunder getrennt erscheinen, widerlegt ist. Vgl. unten Anm. 270. 

177 Jbid.g.E.: mainn bipn wos nyt by (mospn by) mew on? next 1s 421 
mons mynd payn pryn 15525. Auf den inneren Zusammenhang zwischen Torah 
und Kreation wird noch spater zuriickgekommen. Aber schon diese Stelle 
erscheint ausreichend, um eie Auffassung Cohens, Charakteristik etc. S.134, daf 
»auch die Weltschdpfung als ein metaphysisches Problem in der Ethik Maimunis 
zurticktritt“, zu widerlegen. 
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intellektuellen Freiheit erhoben und dieses Symbol mit dem 
vollendeten Werk der Kreation zu einer Einheit verbunden 
wird.178 Am entscheidensten fiir unsere Auffassung ist aber 
jene Auslegung des biblischen Wortlautes, die mit viel Reser- 
vationen auf ihren mystischen Charakter eingeleitet wird,’"® 
jene Unterscheidung zwischen nbnn und mwsxn, zwischen dem 
Ersten in der Zeit und dem Ersten als Grund. Die Schdpfung, 
die mit mwxna berichtet wird, bedeutet den Anfang ohne 
Zeit, den Anfang als umfassenden Grund — ,,das 
ist die richtige mit der Weltkreation itibereinstimmende Inter- 
pretation. 18° Was aber anders kann dieser mit der Torah 
eng verkniipfte, auf die Vervollkommnung hinweisende, dieser 
zeitlose Anfang, das Gefaf§ der Welt, bedeuten — als ihre 
teleologische Grundlegung? Das Sein ist enthalten 
in seinem Sinn. 

Greifen wir nun auf einen friiheren Gedankengang zuriick, 
so zeigt es sich jetzt, dafs dieselbe Kreationslehre, die als 


178 Moreh Il 31 g.E.: ny mies ,29393yn 3m pspd ...nmawm nvns wixt 
smorn nyse S545 ton sim 15890 ...00>y own tom sion... o>wm win Nim ons 
»39ym. Vel. Munk II 259 n. x. Heranzuziehen ist noch I 67, wo der Sabath, 
vom verbum n3 ausgehend, die Vollendung der Naturordnung,, wom smn 
sinw np cp myexen, bedeutet, dies aber erginzt durch wes, unter Hinweis auf 
I 41, das dieser Vollendung ihren Sinn gibt: jis9n1 n312m guys (sc. wes) sinw 
apn S55 nim yaaa odes asymm. 

179 Moreh Il 29 g.E., wo von diesen Erdrterungen des* mwsis mwys als 
pesnom abs ,mrsion 15% ,nysizam nmion gesprochen wird. 

180 Gleich Moreh Il 13 pwn rysn wird die Zeitlosigkeit der Schépfung 
betont: ersisan Sboe jenn v3 preset moanms abd snan nsyon mn xb od. Wichtiger 
ist aber II 30, wo zugleich mit der Ablehnung der Zeitlosigkeit doch die be- 
sondere Bedeutung des Prinzips — mws1 — als wesentlich hervorgehoben 
wird. Die einleitend gemachte Distinktion in bezug auf die Zeitlichkeit zwischen 
Dosds (wes) und stsubs (ndnnn), die dem hebr. Gebrauch des monn und mwsn ent- 
sprechen, ist nicht streng durchgefiihrt, wie es Falaquera, Moreh-Hamoreh S. 1 555 
fiir Sisbs und Narboni z.St. fiir svan5x begriinden. Vgl. Munk I 220.223 nee 
Doch sicher gilt ftir die Schépfung ssaubx als zeitloses Prinzip: sis2 sb sbym 
S13 Monnns ,jo nest propn mp wrereds ness nos meses ces md)... moor nbnnas 
oops wiond ovs0on wisen int opsnnnm osvdyn own. Die Auffassung des 
‘3 von mwsis als lokales Enthaltensein (Crescas: wsyx> -25 JIN 8893 9M 8ST WwNS 
rans yn; das ist der Sinn des Tibbonschen %s, nicht, wie Schem-Tob und 
auch Wei II 20, instrumental) — Charisi fiihrt auch in der Ubersetzung das 
arabische (8 an — dieses Umfaf$tsein der Welt durch sein Schdpfungs- 
prinzip, das ist noch ein ganz neuesMoment, das zur Zeitlosigkeit hinzugefiigt wird. 
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Argument gegen die Teleologie im Bereich des dinglichen 
Daseins angefiihrt wurde !8! — dieselbe bedeutet die Grund- 
legung der teleologischen Auffassung in der idealen Einheit der 
Welt. Und auch die Sphiare, da ihr Wirken nicht allein ein 
natiirliches sein kann, von der Bewegung abhangig und sich 
ausschlieflich auf Entstehen und Vergehen beziehend, sondern 
auch ein zweckbewuftes, leitendes ist, muf§ darum auch in 
diesem Wirken nur teleologisch gerichtet sein: auf das Gute 
und nur auf das Gute.182 

Der erste Beweger Aristoteles’, obwohl nur vonoic vofnoewe, 
ist doch nur das Héchste im System der Natur, ist, da ihm 
Leben zukommt, ein Gwov, ein Lebewesen, wenn auch das 
vollkommenste.18* Maimonides hingegen hebt wiederholt her- 
vor das Verhaltnis Gottes zur Welt als ihr Lebensprinzip, als 
ohiys °n, unter besonderer Betonung des status constructus; 
er wiederholt es in zwei Zusammenhangen: einmal als Ab- 
schluf der Betrachtung iiber die organische Einheit der 
Welt und das andere Mal im Zusammenhang mit der Bezeich- 
nung Gottes als Form-Zweck der Welt.184 Diese Wieder- 
holung und die ausdriickliche Bezugnahme einer Stelle auf die 
andere 1®° gentigt wohl, um auf das innere ZusammengehGren 
beider Gedankengange hinzuweisen. Bedenkt man, dafs un- 
mittelbar vorher Leben als Attribut zuriickgewiesen und der 
status constructus in Verbindung mit Gott, "\ ‘n, gegen ‘7 "hn 


181 Siche oben Anm. 47. 

182 MorehIL 7: 310m ox 22 odes psn odd ser wy... mbad3m pbown Fax 
TT rx: mann mms pvdadan yo ween. 

183 Met. 1072 b 28 f.: gapiv S tov Oedv civar Cov aldiov apratov, date 
Cw zat didv auvexiie xal aidtos Sandoyer tH OG, todto yap 6 Yedc. Ebenso de 
coelo 286a 9f.: Qcod 3 evépyaa aBavacta. toUto S eéativ Cw atdtos, 

184 Einmal Moreh I 72; der Mensch wird Mikrokosmos genannt, da er ein 
leitendes Vernunftprinzip in sich hat, obs on wawwbs sn wn Naps payn mt oapm, wobei 
roy Welt bedeutet, nicht Ewigkeit wie Dan. XII 7, auf den sich die Deutung 
bezieht. Dann I 69: 235017 ...nmyn nus Sone ANN NET NIM! 1D OND TET AS 
pooynoenm sinw coup pxdyn on uss sspr prayn nt. Es mii®te schon diese 
Verschiedenheit allein geniigen, um einen Satz wie Schmiedls, Studien S. 269, 
Maimonides hatte ,die aristotelische Anschauung (sc. beziiglich der Definition 
Gottes und seiner Stellung zur Welt) ganz zu der seinigen gemacht“ zu 
widerlegen. 

185 I 69 ist hinzugefiigt -xsmw ww, bezugnehmend auf I 72. 
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zuriickgestellt wurde,18° so wird erst der Sinn klar: nicht 
Lebewesen ist Gott, sondern Lebensprinzip. Gott lebt, nicht 
indem er Leben hat, sondern indem er Leben ist: fiir die 
Welt, als ihr Zweck.187 


LY: 


Wir sind nun der Wesensbestimmung des Zweckes naher 
gekommen und wollen sie zundchst bei Aristoteles betrachten. 
Bei ihm, vom Bewegungsbegriff ausgegangen und von diesem 
unabtrennbar, war der Zweck in der Grundvorstellung vor 
allem das Ende der Bewegung, da jede Bewegung ihren End- 
punkt haben muf.188 Die Vorstellung war daher eine raumlich- 
zeitliche. Aristoteles spricht von einem Schreiten zum Telos hin, 
von einem Weg zu ihm,1®® da sich der Zweck als der ,,natiir- 
liche Ort‘ (oixetog t6x0c) darstellt, wie etwa fiir das Feuer und 
das Wasser das Oben und das Unten.1®° Auch die Spharen 
haben ihren Endzweck; nur erreichen sie, in ihrer unendlichen 


186 Moreh 1 68, mit der Begriindung: wxy nov 157 yn pw spp, vorher bei 
der Begriindung der negativen Attribute I 57: ons xb on p>. Ebenso Acht 
Kap. VIII; Jesode Hatorah IL 10. Vgl. Munk I S. 232 n. 2. 


187 Diese Formulierung will zeigen, daf’ die Unterscheidung des Seins 
Gottes vom Leben noch nicht bedeuten muf, daf ,Maimonides die Verbindung 
zwischen Gott und Natur im Sein entzweischneidet“*, wie Cohen, Der Begriff 
der Religion im System der Philosophie S. 46, darstellt. Gott als Lebensprinzip der 
Welt heift fiir Maimonides noch immer nicht Pantheismus; die absolute Separat- 
heit Gottes und die Durchdrungenheit der Welt von ihm, beides gleich bejaht, 
bildet eben jenes Mysterium, worauf er Ende I 72 hinweist. 


188 Die Auffassung vom téhos als Grenze hat Belege in den verschieden- 
sten Formen; so de gen. anim.715b 14: 4 oats pebyet to amepov > to piv yao 
&metpov atEhES, H Prats det Cytet téAoc; de anima 416a 17: ... Mépas xal oyos; 
Met. 999b 8f.; 1055 a 14: [to téh05] Eayatov gy mavtt; de coelo 277a 26; 288b 
29f.; de part. anim. 646b 8: to téhog Eye xat to nipac. Meteor. 353a 173 Pol. 
1257b 28 (mépag yap to tédos m&satc), 

189 Vel. oben Anm. 124. 

190 De coelo 279 b 1: mavta madetar xwodusva, Otav EXO els tov olxelov tonov; 
3104 31 ff.: ...t0 6 elg toy abtOU tdOmoY wsocabat Exaotoy tO Ele TO adTOD Eld0c 
eott pépeadat; 312a 15. Phys. 255a 2: tavta yao els piv tobs dvtixsynévoug td- 
moug Pla xtveitat, el Se tods olxetous...pvaer, De gen. et corr. 335a_20: 
Exastov de mépuxev els Ty Eavtod yweav gépecfar: 1 SE popon xal to Etdog 
anavtwy év tots spots, 
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Bewegung, ihr Ziel niemals.1®1 Mit der raumlichen hingt 
auch die zeitliche Vorstellung zusammen, und das Natiirliche 
ware hier, daf$ eben der Zweck zeitlich das Spatere ist, da 
es das Zuerreichende darstellt, was auch von Aristoteles ge- 
lehrt wird.1®? Hier aber greift schon hiniiber die erweiterte 
oder gar tibertragene Bedeutung des Telos, namlich seine Auf- 
fassung als Substanz oder Form (ovoica, eidoc), und erfordert 
neben dem Vorangehen des Zweckes an Bedeutung auch ein 
Vorangehen in der Zeit.19° Woraus sich ein Widerspruch er- 
gibt; nicht der einzige in der aristotelischen Teleologie. Diese 
primare Zweckauffassung ist zu verstehen als ein Span- 
nungsverhaltnis zwischen Anfang und Ende der Bewegung; 
sie wurzelt, soweit dies die geradlinige, sublunarische Bewegung 
betrifft, im Gegensatzlichen der beiden Endpunkte.1®4 Die 
Gegensatze aber diirfen nicht als etwas Separates gesehen wer- 
den, sondern haben ihre Existenz nur in der Verbindung mit 
einem Substrat.19®° Daraus ergibt sich die notwendige Ver- 
bundenheit des Zweckes mit einer Materie, wobei der Zweck 
diese sich unterwirft. Und zur Veranschaulichung dessen wird 
die Ubertragung vom Individuum gebraucht, das in sich die 
Materie bereits mit dem Zweck verbunden hatte, wie der 


191 De coelo 279b 2.: tod 83 zdxrw oedpatos 6 adtos tonos Olev Hoaro 
nat eis Ov tehevta; de gen. et corr. 320a 22f.: Te wey yap (pdpia) ev tH low témw 
petaBddAet tod Gdov wévovtos, (Vel. Bergson, Quid Arist. de loco senserit S. 63, 65.) 
Uber die Notwendigkeit der ewigen Bewegung vgl. Phys. 1514 16 ff. b of. bes. 


267a 24ff. Vel. oben Anm. 125. 

192 Met. 1077a 14f., wo die Wesenhaftigkeit des K6rpers verglichen mit 
Fliche und Linie auch aus ihrer Entstehungsweise abgeleitet wird, 26: ef obv to tH 
yevécet Uotepov tH odoia mpdtepov, To cya mpdtepov Sv ely emimidov xat 
wyjnous. de part. anim. 646b 5 f. (das Verhaltnis der Elemente zu den Homoi- 
omerien). de coelo 310b 33: 4 pope — yevésss batdtyn THY xvysEWV, ote 
Tpwtyn av ein xatk thy odciav adty xlvyots, Besonders de gen. anim. 736b 3: 
Botepov yap yivetat to téAos, 

193 Met. 999 a 13: Onov td piv Béktov to SE ysipov, det to BeAtiov mpdrepov; 
de coelo 286a 18: Sotepov 10 mage daw tod zate pdatv. Besonders Phys. 265 a 22 
(auch auf die zeitliche Reihenfolge der Bewegungsarten angewendet, im diametralen 
Gegensatz zur in der vorigen Anmerkung zitierten Stelle de coelo) — mpdtepov 68 
nal gooer xat Adyw xal yodve to téherov tod atehods, 

194 Siehe oben Anm. 125. 

195 Met. 1087 a 36ff.: GAke pay yiyvetar mavta 2 evavtlwy ds Smoxewuévov 
tds ... del dox mavea tavavela xa0” bmoxeysévov, xat odliv ywerstoy, 
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Mensch, der den Menschen erzeugt.19® Aber auch ,,das Ver- 
haltnis des Zweckes und der Form zur Materie ist kein ganz 
klares und festes“ 197 — da manchmal eben auch die Materie 
gegentiber dem Zweck bestimmend wird, wie der K6rper z. B. 
beziiglich der Seele.198 

Nun ist es diese physikalische Grundvorstellung (die sich 
aus der Bewegung und ihrem Spannungsverhaltnis ergeben hat 
und in der noch immer Telos mehr Endpunkt bedeutet), ver- 
bunden mit der Reflexion itiber den Vergleich mit der Kunst- 
tatigkeit (aus dem die Beziehung des Teiles zum Ganzen her- 
vorging und in dem Telos eher Endabsicht bedeutet), die beide 
zusammen zum biologischen Telos-Begriff Aristoteles’ fihrten, 
der als der eigentliche, seine gesamte Lehre beherrschende zu 
bezeichnen ist. (Wobei natiirlich nicht an eine chronologische 
Reihenfolge bei Aristoteles gedacht ist.) Hier ist der Punkt, 
wo sich die Verschmelzung von Zweck mit Wesen und Form 
endgiiltig vollzieht,1®® und auf dieser Basis ist der vielzitierte 
Satz gepragt: Das Wesen ist Zweck fiir das Werden und nicht 
das Werden Zweck des Wesens.?°° Das Wesen also einer jeden 
Sache ist Ende und Zweck, alles andere ist nur Mittel und 
Weg zu ihm. Als Paradigma dient der Keim, aus dem nicht 
alles Mégliche entstehen kann 2°! sondern nur ein bestimmter, 


196 Vel. Phys. 200a 133 de somno 455b 263 de part. anim. 646a 30: mav 
TO ytvowevoy Ex trvog xat elg TL morettoar tiv yeveow ... &vOpwros ake avOowroy xat 
Qutov yews qutov éx tis mept Exactov Snoxewsrévys Ans; de anima 413 4: Ott pay 
ody od% Eotiy h buy ywetoti tod cebuatoc, 

197 Eucken, Joc. cit., S.73. 

198 Beispiele hierfiir: de part. anim. 651a 12, 667a 11 — dafs der Korper 
auf das 7/805 der Lebewesen bestimmend wirkt. Siehe de gen. anim. 762 24. 
Uber die notwendige Abhangigkeit vom K6rperlichen s. ausfiihrlich Zeller, loc. 
cit. S. 483, bes. Anm. 4. 

199 Siehe Belege bei Zeller, loc. cit., S. 328, Anm. 1. Uber die Konkurrenz 
zwischen 9%, dem Grundbegriff der Teleologie, als Bewegungsprinzip, zey7) 
tig xvijsews und als eidog = téAog s. Theiler, loc. cit., S. 91. 

200 de part. anim. 640a 18: 7 yxe yéveots Evexa tis odciag gorly, GAN ody 
71 odota Evexa tig yevécews. Ahnlich de gen. anim. 778 b 2f. Met. 1034a 31f. Diese 
Formulierung ist gut platonisch; Phileb. 54B. 

201 Belege dafiir vielfach in de gen. anim. (bes. 736a 27 ff., auch 737b 17 
u. a.) und de anima. Vgl. ausfihrlich Meyer, Entwicklungsgedanke S. 52 f. 98. 
Gegentiber Empedokles macht Aristoteles geltend, da& der Keim 03 pdvoy to 
oye GAA& zat tH Xedvey vorhanden ist, de part. anim. 640a 24. Den Wider- 
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von vornherein in seiner Wesensidee feststehender Organis- 
mus. Diese Zweckauffassung ist in ihrem Charakter bio- 
logisch, ob sie nun auf bereits durchgefiihrte biologische 
Theorien fut oder nicht.?%2 

Dieses Zweck-Wesen aber — und hier wirken wiederum 
Bewegungsmoment und Technikvergleich zusammen — besteht 
in nichts anderem als in einer spezifischen Tatigkeit, in einer 
Funktion. Die Form im Organismus und also sein Zweck 
ist seine Spezialleistung, sein €pyov.2°3 Hier erst verliert tédoc 
seine Bedeutung als raumlich-zeitliches Ende und wird zum 
reinen Evexc tov, nicht wovor, sondern wofiir etwas ge- 
schieht. Das Vermégen ist der Zweck des Organs, das 
Sehvermégen der des Auges.?°* Es bleibt aber nicht beim 


spruch zwischen dieser auch zeitlichen Voranstellung des Zweckes zu den 
spater (646a 24 ff.) entwickelten Gedanken, dafi ta Uotepa tH yevéost modteom tiv 
goa gatt, xal mowtov to tH yevécet teAsutatov, will Meyer, Natur etc., S. 99, 
Anm. 1, als yon zwei Gesichtspunkten gesehen erklaren, wobei die letztere Be- 
hauptung ,,ohne Beriicksichtigung der synonymen, den Werdeprozef einleiten- 
den Ursache“ zu verstehen sei. Vom Gesichtspunkte des ,,Gesetzes der Syno- 
nymie“ fielen xpdtov ti gdcet und modtov tH yedvw zusammen. Daf diese 
Schwierigkeit bei Aristoteles durch diese Erklarung allein nicht behoben ist, 
beweisen die oben, Anm. 192 und 193, angeftihrten Stellen, bei denen die Er- 
klarung durch die ,Synonymie“ keine Lésung herbeizufitthren vermag. 

202 Uber Aristoteles’ Starke in der Biologie in bezug auf seine Zwecklehre 
vgl. Cohen, Logik der reinen Erkenntnis, 2. Aufl., S. 354. Dennoch kann Jager 
recht behalten, daf§ Aristoteles nicht eine bewufte Nachbildung spezial- 
biologischer Ergebnisse vorgenommen hat. 

203 Schon in Protreptikos bei Jamblich nimmt der !pyov-Begriff eine 
hervorragende Stellung ein. Siehe Jager, Joc. cit., S.66f. Das ist das von den an- 
deren als eigentiimliche Leistung sich abhebende #eyov. Hier ist auch schon die 
Abstufung durchgefiihrt und die Hervorhebung jenes Foyov, das mit der évépyaix 
zusammenfallt, also nicht ein von der évgpyetm verschiedenes Objekt darstellt, 
wie dies im Seelischen der Fall ist. Dies wird vielfach spater wiederholt. /éet. 
1osoa 21: to Epyov téhos, 7 O° évépysta to Zoyov; b 23 de coelo 286a 8: Exaatdy 
Zottv, Og eottv Epyov, Svexa to¥ Eoyou; de part. anim. 655b 20: & té&v Upywv yve- 
eile; Pol. 12534 23: mavta ta Upyw dprotat; Meteor. 390a 10: amavtd éotiy 
dproyéva tH Eoyw; ebenso Met. 1035 b 16; u.v.a. 

204 de part. anim. 694b 13: t& 6pyava mpdg to Epyov h pdats motel, aAX? od 
to Upyov moog tz Opyava, Das Verhiltnis des Zeyov zum Organ entspricht dem 
der Seele zum K6rper; 645 b 19: zai td céiux mus tis Yuyiis Evexey nan ta ydora 
tOv Epywv moos & miouzev Exaatov; de anima 415b 18: navta te poor cudpata 
tis Puyzis Ooyava. Darum unterscheidet sich das mit dem Sehvermdgen begabte 
Auge vom blo homonym mit ihm so benannten toten; Meteor. 390a 10; de 
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Vermégen, sondern dies lést sich noch weiter auf in die Akti- 
vitat des Vermdgens; das Schvermégen hat seinen Zweck 
im Sehen.2° Das épyov, die Spezialleistung mit dem Ver- 
modgen eng verbunden, wird als xpa&tc, als Ausiiben verstan- 
den und vielfach wird eben xpa&tc, als eigentlicher Zweck er- 
klart.2°6 Dies wird manchmal auch im Sinne von Gebrauch, 
Nutzanwendung (xpfjo1c) verstanden, wie etwa das Sagen von 
der Sage.?°7 

Auf jeden Fall zeigt es sich, wie der Begriff des Ganzen 
oder des Wesens als Zweck sich in ein Dynamisches immer 
mehr auflést und so vom ,,Ganzen“ des Vermégens wieder 
bis zu seiner jeweiligen Teilaustibung zuriickgeht, so daf 
wiederum der Einzelakt das eigentlich Teleologisch-Reale zu 
sein scheint. In diesem Sinne der funktionellen Bestimmung 
ist auch die vielfach gebrauchte Wendung zu verstehen, die 
Natur, oder Gott, mache nichts umsonst,2°8 welcher Satz, wie 
Aristoteles an einer Stelle angibt, sich ihm auf induktivem 
Wege, aus der Beobachtung empirischen Geschehens, ergeben 
hat.?°® Dies alles aber lauft auf Eines hinaus: auf die Im- 
manenz der Teleologie. Im Funktionellen war die 
Immanenz, dieser Hauptzug der aristotelischen Teleologie, am 


part. anim. 641a 1; Pol. 12534 20 v.a.5 de anima 412b 18: & y&o Fv 6 doladuds 
Choy, Puxh av Av adtod H dhe, 

205 So Met. 1o50a 9: téhog 7 evépyeta, zat todtov ydow A Sdvaptc AauBdverat* 
od yap iva odiv Eywoty 6pMat ta Cha, aAN Orws dpwatv ddty Eyouscty. 
Diese Relation zwischen 6!t¢ und 6p%y ist ebenso formuliert, wie die zwischen 
opyavoy und Epyov; ; s. vorige Anm. 

206 Manchmal mit Epyov zusammen, so de part. anim. 646 b 11: t& Ou.otonep7, 
TOY dvoworouepiy Evexéy batt’ exeivwy yap Epya xal mpdters elstv; vorher 645b 15: 
to od Evexa mpatis tt¢; auch 662a 23 (Zoyacla); Meteor. 390a 18. 

207 Als Fortsetzung der frither zitierten Stelle de part. anim. 645 b heift es 17: 
od yxp 7] Mplats tod mptovoc ydptv yéyovev, GAA 6 mpleov tis Molcewss years yde tI¢ 7) 
mptats éotiv, Ahnlich auch im Werte des Reichtums ftir den Menschen, Rhet. 
1361 a 23: GAws tO mAovtety gotiv ev tH ypyalat yaAAov H ey tH xextHaat- xat 
yap h evepyerc ott thy torodtwy xat f yorots motos. 

208 Belege fiir diesen so bekannten, sehr haufig vorkommenden Ausspruch 
s. Zeller, loc. cit., S. 424 Anm. 3. 

209 de incessu anim. 7o4b 12: ayy tis oxébews bol advor otc elesdauer 
yp7clar moAAdurs mpos try wélodov tiv guatxry, afsdvtes Te totov Eyovta toy tedmoy 
&% Mast, TOIs THS OvoEws Epyorss toUTWY 8° By pév attv ott } pdats od0éy 
moet patyv. Ahnlich de gen. anim. 788 b 20f. 
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besten geborgen. Mit ihr aber war zugleich die Relativitat 
und Vielheit der Zwecke gegeben und, wie bereits gesehen, 
fiihrte die Vielheit zu Unterordnungen und Fremdzwecklich- 
keit, welches gerade der Tendenz der immanenten, also eige- 
nen Zwecklichkeit zuwiderlauft. Aber abgesehen davon fiihrt 
diese funktionelle _Immanenz, an sich selbst besehen, zu Un- 
klarheiten und unlésbaren Schwierigkeiten. 

Die erste ist schon im Begriffe der xpa&tc enthalten. Von 
ihr ausgehend und sie als Formzweck betrachtend, gelangt man 
leicht zur Anschauung, daf$ etwa im Verhaltnis zwischen einer 
Kunst und ihrem Gegenstand die erstere die Form (Zweck) 
des letzteren ist. Was auch Aristoteles wiederholt behauptet; 
die Heilkunst ist die Form der Gesundheit.2!° Es ware dies 
so zu deuten, daf$ sich die Gesundheit erst durch die Heil- 
kunst auswirkt und daher in ihr ihre mp&étc hat. Nun aber 
unterscheidet Aristoteles sehr scharf zwischen xoaStc und 
moinowg, und zwar in deren Beziehung zum Zweck. Die 
noinotc hat den Zweck auferhalb sich selbst, die xpaSt¢ schlieSt 
den Zweck in sich ein, ist Selbstzweck.211 Eine Kunst aber ist 
als xoinoic anzusehen.?!2 Sie ist ihrer Natur nach auf ein zu 
erreichendes Ziel, auf ihren Gegenstand, gerichtet. Im Falle 
der Heilkunst etwa geht die xoinotc auf die Gesundheit, die 
als Idee-Zweck ihr voransteht.?1* Es ergibt sich also im teleolo- 
gischen Verhaltnis zwischen Kunst und Gegenstand ein Zirkel: 

210 de gen. anim. 740b 28: 7 8 téxvy poppy THY ytyvouévwv ev thrws; de 
part. anim. 6404 31 (bezugnehmend auf die avdpravtonomytixy)): | SE téxvn Aoyos 
tov Epyou 6 avev tis Urns Eotw; de gen. et corr. 335 b 33; Met. 1032b 13: 4 yee 
lacpixy, att zat A olxodoutx7 to eldog tio Sytelag xat tio olxtac. 

211 Eth. Nic. 1139b 2.3; 1140b 6f.: tis piv yap mowjaews Etepov to téhoc, 
Tig SE mpakews odx av ety’ Lot yap adti h edmpatia téAoc, Met. 1025b 22: tév 
piv yap momtudy ev tq mowodver F apy7 7] vos 7} téxvy 7 Sbvapie tts, Tov OF mpax- 
tin@y ey TG mpdttovtt 7 mpoatpeats. Auch diese Unterscheidung ist gut platonisch. 
(So Charm. 163 B f.) 

212 Eth, Nic. 11404 16: ene 88 moinars xot npxkts Exepov, avayxn thy tHXVyY 
mojaews GAN’ od mvdkews elvat. Darin liegt auch der dort erérterte Unterschied 
zwischen téxvy (als Eis peta Adyou dAnbods xomtixzy) und gpdvyncte, Weiters vgl 
Zeller, loc. cit., S.199 Anm. 2; S.764 Anm. 2. 

213 Deroben, Anm. 210 zitierten Stelle Met. 1032 b geht voran a 32: ano téxvns 
68 ylyvetar Sswy to Eidos Ev tH duy7%; dann: h 8 Sytea & bv tH duyxy Adyos zat ev 
tH émotiun; schlicRlich: cita Hon fh dxd tobtov xlvqors moinars xaAcitar, H emt to 
oytatvetv. 
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das eine ist Form des anderen; und dies nicht etwa an ver- 
schiedenen Stellen, sondern beide Bestimmungen stehen dicht 
nebeneinander in Met. VII, Kap. 7. Es sei denn, man gibt 
der Heilkunst eine Doppelstellung: zur Gesundheit als Idee 
und zur bereits verwirklichten Gesundheit. Das wiirde durch 
die Betonung der Immaterialitat im Anschlu8 an die Bezeich- 
nung der Heilkunst als Zweck2!* eine gewisse Modglichkeit 
finden. Auf jeden Fall ist zumindest eine und dieselbe Heil- 
kunst einmal zp@&tc, somit selbst Zweck, das andere Mal xoinots 
und erst auf einen aufenliegenden Zweck gerichtet. 

Eine zweite Schwierigkeit aus der Relativisierung des 
Zweckes ergibt sich in der Frage des Einfachen und Differen- 
zierten. Dies greift schon betrachtlich ins Gebiet des Ethischen 
hintber. Vom Funktionellen ausgehend ist die Tatigkeit je 
hcoher im Werte, je differenzierter und verfeinerter sie ist. 
Darum ist das nicht unmittelbar Existenznotwendige, das 
Uberschiissige, hoher als das Notwendige?!5> — eigentlich sei 
dieses tiber das Notwendige Hinausgehende das, wo das Gute 
und Schone anfangt.?+® Darum ist auch der Mensch gegeniiber 
den anderen Lebewesen hoher, da bei ihm die Differenziation 
die hdchste Stufe erreichte, kérperlich sowohl ?!7 — wobei 
wiederum die gréfere Geschiedenheit in den raumlichen Gegen- 
satzen, wie rechts und links usw., von ausschlaggebender Be- 
deutung sind — als auch im Seelischen.?18 Andererseits aber 
wird wiederum das Einfache und Unveranderliche dem Diffe- 


214 So in der angefiihrten Stelle Met. wenn gesagt wird, die Gesundheit 
entstehe aus Gesundheit: tijs dvev OAns thy Eyoucay Any. So auch de part. anim. 
640a 31. 

215 Pol. 1252b 293 1278b 20f. 

216 Top. 118a 6: ta 2x neptovatas thy dvayxatwyv BeAtiw, eviote dé 
xat aiperdbtepa Bédtiov yap toU Civ to ed Civ, to SE 0 Civ gotly ex meprovatac, adtd 
dé to Civ dvayxatov. Vel. de anima 434b 20f. 

217 de inc. anim. 705 a 26ff.; 706a 18f.; bist. anim. 497b 21; 4944 263 
de part. anim. 672b 20. 

218 Fist. anim. 588a 183; 608b 4: (ty tov 7OGv) wahrov 68 gaveoebteon ev 
tots Zyovuar p&dAov Flos xal pdhista ev dvOoudmwm* toto yap eye thy odaw dmote- 
Teheopevny, date nat tabtag tas Bers etvar paveowtéoas év avtotc. Uber das scharfere 
Wahrnehmungsvermégen de gen. anim. 781b 17 ff.; de part. anim. 655b 37f.; 
de coelo 292b 2f.: evtav0a ai tod dvOpusmou mhetotar moxGag> mohhdiy yup tov 
Sbvatat tuyety, Coote mOAAK mpdtter, xal wAhwy evexa, 
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renzierten gegeniiber viel hdher gestellt — mit Riicksicht auf 
dessen Abgegrenztheit und Bestimmtheit.2!9 Die Spharen sind 
deshalb hdher, weil einfacher, das hdchste Wesen ist das Ein- 
fachste.22° Alle Verinderung und Differenziertheit bedeutet 
Verfall.?2!_ Der Mensch also, der wegen seiner Differenziert- 
heit den anderen Lebewesen gegeniiber héher steht, ist infolge 
derselben Differenziertheit den spharischen Wesen gegeniiber 
tiefer. In einem Falle ist die Feinheit der Funktion das Kri- 
terilum, im anderen das Moment der xépac¢222 — beide aber 
als Gesichtspunkte der teleologischen Qualifikation. 
SchlieBlich wird diese Relativitat des Zweckmafigen auch 
im Ethischen mafgebend. Ein allgemeines, das platonische 
cayavov, wird grundsatzlich abgelehnt.??? Da das Gute mit 


219 Eth, Nic. 1170a 19, das Leben geh6re zu den Giitern, wprcudvoy yép, 
to S worousvoy tis tayalod odcews. Phys. 201b 25: at apyat Gx to oteontixal 
etvar adototot. Uber die Veranderung Eth. Nic. 1154b 28; petaBory} mavtwy yhuxd- 
TATOV, “ATX Tov Tomtiy, Stk Movnotav tiva> wanzo yao avIownog eduetaBodos 
& novypds, xa 7 pdats h Seoutvy wstaBodFis 039 yao amd 000° émetxiis. Meteor. 
361b 34. 

220 Eth. Nic. 1154b 20: od% det odfty 734 to adcd Bx to ph anhiy jydy 
elvan Ty pdcw... émet et tov H dats amd cy del H adc mpXite Adtotm Foto: ded 
6 Qeds del play zat anhiv yates qooviv. de part. anim. 641b 18: to tetayugvoy 
zat to ptowévov mokd pahAov oxtverar év to%s odpaviors 7] met Huss, to 5° &Ador’ 
wAAws zat ws Ervye meot tz Ovytk pxAAov. de coelo 270b 13. 

221 Siehe oben Anm. 219. Eth. Nic. 1106 b 28: 10 wiv auaptavety mohAay dic 
égtiv... to 8% zaoodotv povayds. de coelo 286b 16: mpdtepov tH pdaer ev Exdotw 
yéver to By toy moAAG@y zal to axhody tay cuvOétwy. de part. anim. 665 b 14: HeXHY 
robtwy avayzatoy clvat wlavs Oxov yao evdlyerar, utay Béhtiov 7H moAAds. In dem 
Sinne auch Anal. post. 86a 4, Rhet. 1356b 31. 

222 Siehe oben Anm. 188. 

223 Die Hauptstelle gegen das platonische cyafdv ist Eth. Nic. 1 4. Das 
Objekt auf das der menschliche Wille (oder Begierde) gerichtet ist, ist wohl ein 
aya0ev, aber kein absolutes, sondern das erreichbare, das neaxtov ayabdv; Eth, Nic. 
1095 a 16, 113942 13f.; de anima 4334 27f.: Sid del xwet pev tO dpextov, adhe 
toot éotlv} to ayadov 2 td patveuevoy ayabdv:...mpantov O° dati to evdeydune- 
vov xat dws tye. (Vel. Zeller, loc. cit. S. 609, 3.) Anders verhiilt es sich wohl im 
Kosmos, der sein 4p<xtov in sich selbst behalt und somit sein aya0ev eher als 
absolutes erscheint. Vgl. Siebeck, Die Lehre des Aristoteles S. 33. Doch gibt es auch 
hier Belege genug, dafS ,Gott und das Gute doch bei Aristoteles nicht gleich- 
bedeutende Begriffe sind“, Zeller, Joc. cit., S. 371 Anm. 1. In der Ablehnung des 
Guten, als Wurzelpunkt fiir Natur und Sittlichkeit zugleich, liegt jener fiir 
Aristoteles wesentliche ,,Unterschied zwischen Metaphysik und Ethik* mit all 
seinen Folgen, insbesondere in der Teleologie, s. Cohen, Charakteristik, S. 72. 
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dem Zwecke gleichzusetzen ist, gibt es eben so viele Arten des 
Guten, als es Zwecke gibt.224 Wie in der Natur, so im mensch- 
lichen Handeln, ist das jeweilige zum Endzweck Fiihrende das 
jeweilig Gute.?25 Darum gibt es auch terminologisch ein ,,gut“ 


und ein sbesser“ ‘=50 gehort einmal das Sein zu dem an sich 


Guten, ein andermal ist es ,,besser‘“‘ als das Nichtsein.2?6 (Es 
gibt auch ein ,,Bestes“, was dasselbe wie das Gute bedeutet.) 227 


Wenn daher Jager, loc. cit., S.85 Anm.1 diese verlorengegangene Einheit von 
Sein und Wert im Gottesbegriff wieder vereint findet: ,,das hdchste Sein ist 
zugleich das héchste Gut“ — so muf er doch die ,,véllig verschobene Perspektive“ 
und auch die Tatsache zugeben, daf’ ,,der Zusammenhang dieser Metaphysik mit 
der einzelnen modkts zu locker“ ist. 

224 Rhet. 13934 13: exet xx0” Exastoy tov Adywv tO Teoxelvevov téhog ayaldy 
tatty, olov tO oupge Spov xat to xahov xat To Stxatov, pavepoyv Ort Sv exetvwv Anmtéwy 
tas adfyjcsts mow; de anima 414b 21. Der Zweck als Gut, Phys. 194a 32f. 
195 a 23f.; doch: eee yap to BeAtistoy 2y tH odsie pddtata, Top. 149b 37f. 
Anal. post. 95a 6f. Eth. Nic. 11704 21: to tH pas ayabov xal ta erterxet * StdmEp 
Zoe maa HOV elvar, Rhet.1362a 24: ax 6 vods dv Exdotw anodoin... todtd éotty 
Exdotw ayaddyv, Eth. Eud. 1218a 30: tO wdvar mavta ta Gvta eolecbar Evds trvos 
ayabot ox aAnOés: Exactov yap tlov ayalod dpéyetat, dpbadwos ddews, 
cox Sytetac, oFtws Ado HAAov. de part. anim. 645 a 21, de gen. anim. 7424 2o0f. 
In dem Sinne auch de anima 415b 1, Pol. 1288b 37. 

225 Eth. Nic. 1097 b 34: ntettar 6 to ttov; 1176.a 3: Soxet clvar Exdotw 
Cede xat Hdovy olxsta, domep xat Epyov: 7H yap xata tay evépyetav; 1173a 4: tows 
xat éy totg pavhotg eott tt puatxoy ayaloy xzpsittov 7 xa0 abta%, O eotetat tod olxetov 
ayalod; Phys. 246a 13: Stav Ady thy Exutod apetyy, tore Aéyetat téActov Exaotoy. 
Uber den ,,Zirkelbeweis“, der sich auch hier ergibt, vgl. Eucken, Meth. S. 90. 
Entscheidend ist die Wandlung in der Anschauung iiber das Verhiltnis der ior 
zu den «ya0%, Wahrend im Protreptikos und besonders in der Exd. Eth. die drei 
typischen Lebensformen auf drei Grundwerte im Menschen — ¢gpdvyots, dpeti, 
7d0v7, — zuriickgeftihrt werden, ist es in der Nikomachischen Ethik umgekehrt: 
die to. bleiben; aber erst ,,aus den {tor soll erkannt werden, was die Menschen 
als aya0dv ansehen“, Jager, loc. cit., 245 f. 

226 Eth, Nic. 1170a 19: to Ciy thy xab abtd ayabdv xat Hdéwv; br: pdaet 
dyaBoy Ceo) (auch Pol. 1278 b 24). Hingegen heiSt es de gen. et corr. 336b y/° 
2y magi det tod BeAtlovos dpéyeobat oxpev Thy poo — Behtoy TO etvat 7) TO a Elyat 3 
de gener. anim. 731b 30: éAtiov... tO elvan tod pi) civar xal to Civ tod wh Cay; 
Pol. 1333.4 21. Phys. 260b 22: to BéAtiov det SxokapBdvouev év tH odoa omdpyetv. 

227 Siehe die oben, Anm. 224, zitierten Stellen Top. u. Anal. post. (Extotov 
to BéAtiatov); de coelo 288a 2: 7 dats det moret té&v evoexonévwy to BéAtiotOv; 
ebenso de part. anim. 687a 153 de vita et m. 469a 28: thy daw Opdiuev.., motodony 
to x&dAtotov; de inc. anim. 704 b 1G ae Hpratoy ; Eth. Nic. 1099 b 20: &t 0 éotiy 
odtw Behtioy .. . VAoyoy Exe odtws, eimep ta xat& bat, WE oldy te xdAAtota Eyety, 
obtw mépuxey, 
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Dabei wird wiederum die Nuance von Ende bei Telos unter- 
driickt — polemisierend gegen Euripides will Aristoteles den 
Endzweck des Lebens nicht im Tod erblicken, obwohl dieser 
sein Ende ist.2?8 Daneben gibt es allerdings eine vereinzelte 
Stelle, wo vom Guten als ewigem Unverdnderlichen ganz im 
platonischen Sinne die Rede ist.22® Diese Wendung hat sich 
aber nirgends als grundlegende Ansicht in der Philosophie 
Aristoteles’ ausgewirkt. Auch das oft angefiihrte Gleichnis 
vom Heer und Feldherrn, wonach die Ordnung des Heeres 
sowohl in einem immanenten Prinzip als auch in einem tran- 
szendenten ,,Feldherrn“ zu suchen sei 22° — auch dies sollte in 
seiner Bedeutung fiir die Lehre Aristoteles’ nicht tiberschatzt 
werden, obwohl sicherlich darin, wie in vielem anderen, be- 
wut gewordene Regungen, die Immanenz der Teleologie iiber- 
schreiten zu miissen, sich zum Ausdruck durchringen. 

Das Hauptgewicht der Teleologie bleibt ja doch in der 
Immanenz, d. h. in ihrer physikalisch-biologischen Orientie- 
rung. Und wir haben nun gesehen, welche Folgen sich aus ihr 
ergeben haben fiir das zeitliche Verhaltnis zwischen Mittel und 
Zweck, fiir das Verhaltnis des Zweckes zu seinem notwendi- 
gen Substrat, zur Materie, fiir die erweiterte Anwendung des 
Funktionsbegriffs, fiir das Wertverhaltnis zwischen dem Ein- 
fachen und Differenzierten; und schlieSlich auch in der Relati- 
visierung des ethischen Begriffes des Guten. 

Die wesentliche Abweichung Maimonides’ von dieser 
Theorie ist die, daS bei ihm die eigentliche Teleo- 
logie im Transzendenten anfangt. Da er aber auch 
auf die aristotelische immanente Naturzweckmafigkeit nicht 
verzichtet, miissen wir diese seine Gedankengange und An- 
deutungen bis ins Detail untersuchen, um auf den wahren Sinn 
zu kommen. Diese doppelte Teleologie, die natiirliche und die 
letzte, die bereits oben ausfihrlich besprochen wurde, sol) 
hier auf ihren tieferen Grund gepriift werden. 

228 Phys. 1944 27f. 

229 de met. anim. 700b 32: to G8 aidiov xaddv, zal to aAxOds xal mpudtws 
ayaboy xat yz mott piv mots Of ij, Oedteoov zat tiytdtepov 7 dat’ Elva mods Exepov. 
Daf aber dieses ,,oberste Prinzip praktisch in der Naturbetrachtung keine Rolle 


spielt“, vgl. Theiler, loc. cit., S. 95. 
230 Met. XII 10. 1075 a 1f. (Vgl. Siebeck, Arist., S. 45.) 
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Das Verhaltnis dieser beiden zueinander wird klar, wenn 
man sieht, daf Maimonides ein typisch aristotelisches Beispiel 
— vom zweckmafigen Bau des Auges fiir seine Funktion — 
als Argument gegen eine aus der Kreationstheorie sich er- 
gebende antiteleologische Lehre anfihrt.?*1 Dies ist gerichtet 
gegen die ascharitische Verquickung von Kreation mit der zur 
Atomisierung fiihrenden géttlichen Willenslehre. Ebenso war 
die ,,Natur des Unméglichen“ unbedingt aufrechtzuerhalten, 
um die Lehre von der géttlichen Absicht bei der Kreation nicht 
in ihr Gegenteil umschlagen zu lassen.?32 Denn in diesem 
Falle ware die Teleologie, als ein einheitliches, der Weltord- 
nung zugrundeliegendes Prinzip, nicht weniger bedroht als 
durch die materialistischen Lehren. Kreation und Schépfungs- 
absicht konnten nur dann ihren richtigen Sinn bekommen, 
wenn mit ihnen eine feste Naturordnung in Verbindung 
war. Darum ist es auch verstandlich, daf die natiirliche Zweck- 
mafsigkeit, ganz im aristotelischen Sinne, als ,,starkster“ Be- 


231 Moreh Il 25. Der Fehler der ascharitischen extremen Willenslehre 
besteht darin, daf sie nicht bei der Kreation als solcher bleibt obs »pbns nr won 
ads, und der zweckmiafsige Bau des Auges gilt fiir sie auch als spezieller Willens- 
akt, nr pdms swex msn mw pps pwr mn y2. Dem widerspricht nun Maimonides. 
Ziehen wir aber heran III 19, wo ebenso vom Bau des Auges gesprochen wird, 
als von einer zweckmafigen Organisation, so bleibt es hier nicht allein bei der 
immanenten ysvn qo 4312, sondern wird auf die bow bys nhye zuriickgeftihrt und das 
Ganze bezweckt die Erklarung von Gottes Wissen der sinnlichen Einzel- 
dinge. Gott sieht und hért die Einzeldinge, indem er beim Schaffen des Auges 
und des Ohres ihr Sehen und Héren mitbegreift und dies wissend weifs er 
ergo auch alles durch diese Erfaf’te. Diese beiden Stellen, an derselben Tat- 
sache illustriert, erganzen sich: wahrend III 25 mehr zur natiirlichen Immanenz 
neigt (die allerdings abhangt von inesn n412w 12), ist der Ausgangspunkt in 
Ill 19 die natiirliche Intention, die notwendigerweise zur schdpferischen und mit 
der Providenz enge verbundenen x2n3n zuriickftihrt. Wahrend also III 25 die 
Organisation des Teiles gleichsam gegen die Argumentation vom Ganzen aus 
geltend macht, wird in III 19 die letzte Verbundenheit des Teiles mit dem Ganzen 
betont. 


2382 Moreh Il 19 Anf., wo die n> bei der Weltschopfung eingeschrankt wird: 
vows 88 DOP Mysoz7 yay ow w 3 DMD Ano b> xb; dann weiter als Absicht, die Plan- 
mafigkeit der Schopfung darzulegen dws» omsten poy manny ny ody piaysw ondsa 
mygon yaw. In diesem Sinne IT 15: nr apa bynp poe ee poy arp op psy psoxd 
yop nbios own asin nd. Dies als Axiom angenommen, lat nur noch eine Diskussion 
zu, Was zum y3»3 oder zum wos gehort. 
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weis fiir die Kreation angefiihrt werden konnte,?3* ohne da& 
da ein Widerspruch zu III 25 erblickt werden mu. Es ist 
eben dieses von der Naturwissenschaft herstammende Gegen- 
moment gegen die extreme Willens-Kreationstheorie gemeint. 
Der Schliissel, beide Stellen in Einklang zu bringen, ist jene 
Einleitung von II 19, wo wohl die > nn> Schwerpunkt ist, 
wie hier, III 13, aber a priori durch die Natur des Unmdg- 
lichen reguliert, im Sinne von III 25. 

Es ist eben nicht so, daf$ Maimonides die immanente 
Naturteleologie akzeptiert und sie dann durch einen Uberbau 
seines letzten Zweckes erganzt hat, sondern beide Teleo- 
logien stiitzen sich gegenseitig, und die eigentliche transzendente 
bedarf der nichteigentlichen immanenten. Aus der natiirlich- 
immanenten resultiert die Vielheit der Zwecke, aus einer 
blo& transzendenten ,,Absicht“ resultiert die Vielheit der 
gottlichen Willensakte — beide bedrohen die Einheit der kos- 
mischen Teleologie. Bemerkt sei noch vorlaufig — ohne da 
auf die weiteren Konsequenzen eingegangen wird — daf fiir 
die immanente Naturteleologie immer das Weisheitsattribut 
Gottes herangezogen wird, fiir die Transzendenz der Teleo- 
logie, verbunden mit Kreation, gewohnlich das Willens- 
attribut.?94 

Wenn aber die immanente Zweckmafigkeit unerlaflich 
war — die eigentliche blieb doch die transzendente. Wir 
kommen wieder auf die letzterwahnte Stelle III 13 zuriick. 
Hier ist der Gedankengang folgender: Es wird unterschieden 
zwischen ,,natiirlichem“ und ,,letztem“’ Zweck; dann wird die 


233 Moreh 1 13:19>y sipy ow me sit ..dowe win Sy mysnaw adrian ye 12 yn 
mon wx ons ast 52> o> ,nyyswn mxzes npien. Daf dies nicht wortlich zu nehmen 
ist, ergibt sich ja klar aus II 17, wo die Beweisfiihrung aus den nrysw mwyxe2 
prinzipiell abgelehnt wird; nin myexon nt ysew sesw oo by nbst mapper tenn oso 
mr q0o8 85 osw cprynn cas wn anvn by amv. Dies beeinflut auch limitierend 
den Gedankengang von II 19, der vom Satz ausgeht nw by ann nxt amiexew 
naona pise ma, dies als Gegensatz zu ayn-menp. Denn auch die Schwierigkeiten, 
die sich aus den Spharen-Bewegungen ergeben, wollte Maimonides weniger als 
positives Beweismaterial fiir sich ausniitzen denn als negatives, um die Unzu- 
langlichkeit der aristotelischen Lésungen darzutun. Dieses Kapitel schlie&t mit 
der Stellung der zwei Probleme der Kreation, die erst einer Lésung bediirfen. 

224 So ist III 25 nun ausschlaggebend, hingegen I 69 ist fiir uns px1 mafs- 
gebender. 
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aristotelische Auffassung des natiirlichen Zwecks dargestellt, 
aus der hervorgeht, daf§ die Dinge ,,eines fiir das andere“ 
existieren; hier wird die Darstellung durch zwei Bemerkungen 
unterbrochen: erstens, daf aus dieser natiirlichen Ordnung auch 
seitens Aristoteles’ ein géttliches Prinzip abgeleitet wird, und 
zweitens, daf von den natiirlichen Existenzen aus die Kreation 
bewiesen werden kann, da ein jedes einen Zweck hat ,,und 
das eine fiir das andere existiert*.235 Dies von der 
Kreation ist nun sicherlich nicht mehr als referierten Aristoteles 
anzusehen — und doch wiederholt sich derselbe Wortlaut be- 
ziiglich der zweckhaften Zuordnung der Dinge zueinander. 
Als Meinung Maimonides’ aber steht es im krassesten 
Widerspruch zur eine Seite spater im selben Kapitel einsetzen- 
den Beweisfiihrung, daf’ die Dinge nicht Zwecke sind das 
eine fiirs andere. Und in beiden Fallen dieselben Beispiele, 
insbesondere das der Pflanzen.2°6 Der Sinn kann nur der sein, 
daf§ hier, bei Besprechung der natiirlichen zweckmafigen Zu- 
ordnung, dies ,,eine fiir das andere“ nicht als eigentliche Zweck- 
mafigkeit anzusehen ist. Auch der Zusammenhang bestatigt 
dies: vorher, als Maimonides in seinem eigenen Sinne spricht, 


235 Moreh Il 13. Von den beiden parenthetischen Satzen, zwischen w’2 
pn cys masa und der Wiederaufnahme des Hauptgedankens, ist ein jeder mit 
yn besonders eingeleitet. Bei der m>sw nbnnn des Aristoteles wird hinzugefiigt 
mt 0spO mt awy ove, ebenso auch bei der Kreationsansicht: »399 rw? 
poe no by ms sem it. 

236 Ibid.: zuerst: myxoin PEpos wN2 p>) M3 WSpS INNS OMDSMW wo 83 755) 
m spp mw; unter den msxein nypo sind wohl die Tiere, die fiir den Menschen 
sind, zu verstehen, dies im Sinne des vorangegangenen »>>y3» pon mr mbon no sh 
pyxn w on, vor allem aber im Sinne der aristotelischen Stelle — Pol. I § — 
die hier vorgeschwebt haben mufi und wo nach der Aussage iiber die Pflanzen 
folgt: xat ta Ghha Cora tov avOerimwv yap. Dann bei Darstellung unserer 
Meinung, im Sinne der Kreation, wird als irrig in Einem bezeichnet: mbzban ox 
Demoeny on sys 0 [52] sew pow b> own saps vn. Erst gegen Schluf des Kapitels 
tilhrt Maimonides eine Scheidung zwischen Tier und Pflanze durch: das Tier ist 
nicht fiir den Menschen — wie zu mn ninz 1m erklirt — die Pflanzen dagegen 
dyn bys saya 8¥n2 DION MOYMW ASI2 791 IndIn wos mya mn. Aufjeden Fall aber ist 
die in der ersten Argumentation gemachte Erwahnung der Pflanze sicherlich gegen 
die vorher zitierte Meinung Aristoteles’ iiber die Pflanze gerichtet gewesen, um 
zunachst auch fiir diese zu beweisen, da sie nicht fiir den Menschen geschaffen 
sein muff’. Im Gegensatz zu Aristoteles verbleibt Maimonides nur in bezug 
auf die Tiere. 
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ist nur von einem ,,gewissen Zweck“ 287 der Dinge die Rede; 
dann aber folgt die bezeichnende Wendung: ,,ich komme auf 
das Thema. des Kapitels zuriick, das ist die Frage des 
Zwecks<?38 — dies unmittelbar nach der Erwahnung der 
Zuordnung des einen fiir das andere. Daraus ist klar erie 
lich, daf$ diese Zuordnung wohl fiir Aristoteles in seiner natiir- 
lichen Teleologie bereits Zweck bedeuten mochte, sein ,,letzter 
Zweck“ ist ja auch der Kreislauf des Entstehens und Vergehens 
— nicht aber fiir uns, die wir auf dem Standpunkt der 
Kreation stehen. Da wird unter dem letzten und fiir uns 
eigentlichen Zweck eben der verstanden, der eine solche Zu- 
ordnung ausschliefit. Innerhalb dieser Teleologie sind auch die 
Teile Selbstzweck. 

Nun haben wir bereits gesehen, worin sich der letzte 
Zweck vom natiirlichen unterscheidet — in Anlehnung an die 
Erérterung der letzten Form als Gegensatz zur natiirlichen in 
I 69.7°® Der letzte Zweck ist charakterisiert durch seine 
Separatheit. Dieses Moment der Transzendenz betont auch 
Maimonides im Anschluf an den Vergleich des Kosmos mit 
dem Menschen. Daf die Welt ein Makrorganismus ist, wird 
in keinem Punkt eingeschrankt; nur soweit sie mit dem ver- 
nunftbegabten Menschen verglichen wird, da bedarf es 
einer Einschrankung in drei Punkten, deren dritter darin be- 
steht, daf die hier waltende Vernunft nicht, wie im Menschen, 
an eine Materie gebunden ist, sondern als absolut separat ge- 
dacht werden muf.?4° Hier allerdings erwachst eine Schwie- 


237 Guide Ill, > a: xo tesa nna ow 525 ps (Munk: une certaine fin), das 
Tibbon’sche sn mds ist unrichtig (es sei denn, wenn man =nx lesen wollte). 

238 Jbid.: nod2n3 osin em prpm n311> 5s swe. Munk, III S. 86, iiber- 
setzt hier das tsibs o> oxd2bs im mit ,qui traite de la cause finale“, wo- 
durch wohl eine Nuancierung gegen das in der vorigen Anmerkung erwahnte 
»fin* gegeben ist. Doch fehlt diese beabsichtigte Nuance im Text (wo es heifen 
miifte sibs soobs), dads allein, gegen das friihere so Hrs3, lat die Haupt- 
absicht besser hervortreten. 

239 Siehe oben Anm. 71, 73. 

240 Moreh 172: wanam obiyn pdm doe mes bas obyn ps ns ws im ow 
w52a ndyyd masiny annawm “yn. Wahrend die ersten zwei Unterschiede — iiber das 
Verhiiltnis des wit ss zu den anderen und tiber die Lage des 35 im kosmischen 
Organismus — noch gut aristotelisch sein konnten, ist dieser dritte Unterschied 
eine Betonung der wesentlichen Abweichung. Charakteristisch ist dies durch die 
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rigkeit aus dem organischen Charakter des Kosmos, welcher 
allein zweckmafige Gleichstellung der Teile begriindet. Der 
Organismus ,vertragt nur eine immanente Zweckmafigkeit. 
Das aber hat Maimonides empfunden und als unbegreiflich, 
aber doch unleugbar, hingestellt. Separatheit der leitenden 
Vernunft und zugleich Zweckbedeutung der Teile — das ist 
das Mysterium.241 Es erinnert an die Schwierigkeit, die sich 
bei Aristoteles im Gleichnis des Heeres offenbart 242 — dort 
aber ist die immanente Heeresordnung entscheidend und nur 
der hinzutretende Heeresfiihrer problematisch. 


Hervorhebung der Abgesondertheit von allen Teilen der Welt — yrnid payne 
poxybs xtix und anderseits die Durchdringung der Welt als Gesamt- 
heit — nnbdsis odxyds. Wir wissen bereits, daf die Durchdringung der 
Gesamtheit auch auf die Teile zuriickwirkt — doch soll diese Gegentiber- - 
stellung den primaren Charakter der Bezichung Gottes zur Welt hervorheben. 
Es gibt keinen Teil der Welt, auch nicht die héchste Sphare, der in einer naheren 
Lage zu Gott sich befande als ein anderer; die Frage einer etwaigen_,,Lokalisie- 
rung“ oder der, bei Aristoteles so problematischen, &9q fallt von vornherein 
weg. Munk, I S. 373 trennt auch hier die mit einem Binde-waw verbundenen 
Teile (nvs1m) und beginnt mit dem zweiten Teil einen neuen selbstandigen Satz. 
Dadurch geht der Charakter der Gegentiberstellung verloren. Falaquera, Moreh 
Hamoreh S. 54, zitiert syd rasinm ohne 1523, wodurch auch das Wesentliche weg- 
gelassen erscheint. 

241 Tbid.: der wvb2n yee ndy3 snsn besteht in der Antinomie: 312 y> npinn 95 
boa INMawM NaN Nwye meso by Tipy? N_IoT1 wee amps obwe yo mdyre wasn by 
mnpt prt tyes: ypone pon. Der erste Teil des Satzes weist zuriick auf I 70, wo die 
Frage der Separatheit auch gegeniiber der ersten Sphare — ms-y — behandelt 
wird; dort werden als Konsequenzen der Separatheit, die im Bilde ms-y 35215 
gesehen wird, nicht blo s23:n pxo smn pew, sondern auch die zwei Lehren an- 
gesehen: 1. das Gott nicht in der Welt ist, ein Teil von ihr — ons dsnom 
pipe ow serene arn a pow mes wxw 13 pow adi yoy pow — oder spiiter unter 
Anfuhrung von Ber. Rab.: inys why ps why pys sin; 2. das die Separatheit 
nicht Passivitat bedingt, sondern die Welt als Instrument bedeutet 15 »55 x9 
137492 73 wenwew. All dies wird als ein, im Innern sich bedingender, Ge- 
dankenkomplex betrachtet; nur so sei Gott als baban y2» zu verstehen. Ephodi 
z. St., I 72, sieht die Antinomie so, da aus der Separatheit — 3» impam — folgt 
many 5253 yon 13°8w, wahrend aus der ypbn bs nbd sniwn, also aus dem zweiten 
Satz, sich erst ergibt, daf$ Gott den many 5:5: bewegt. Dies, offenbar doch 
auf I 70 bezogen, stimmt jedoch mit den Darlegungen dort nicht iiberein, wie 
gezeigt. Die Antinomie hier besteht in der Beziehung Gottes zum Ganzen des 
Kosmos und zu den Teilen, zu allen auch den geringsten. 





242 Siehe oben Anm. 230. 
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Die Separatheit bedeutet aber nicht blof§ ein Negatives. 
Wohl ist dadurch die Zweckidee, da losgelést von allem Mate- 
riellen, von vielen Komplikationen, die sich bei Aristoteles 
aus der Materiegebundenheit ergeben, frei. Dazu aber kommt 
noch ein Positives. Schon bei jener dritten Einschrankung im 
Menschenvergleich, worin die Weltvernunft von der Menschen- 
vernunft sich durch ihre véllige Beziehungslosigkeit zur Ma- 
terie charakteristisch unterscheidet, schon da wird noch ein 
Hinweis auf ein Neues gegeben. Es wird dennoch die Még- 
lichkeit eines Vergleiches nahegelegt mit dem menschlichen 
aquirierten Intellekt.24® Dieser aber ist zwar auch 
als separat gedacht, jedoch ist nicht die Separatheit sein wesent- 
liches Merkmal — sondern der Realisierungsakt, der in 
ihm impliziert ist. Auf diese Weise kommt zur Separatheit 
auch in der Weltvernunft noch dieses neue, aktive Moment 
hinzu. Bei Aristoteles sehen wir als die letzte Stufe in der 
teleologischen Reihe die xoinoic; als nachste, d. h. die eigent- 
liche bei jeder immanenten Zweckmafigkeit, war die xpcéic; 
fiir Gott aber konnten beide Arten nicht gelten, er kann blof 
vonots sein.?44 Irgendwie mute das sp@tov Ktvobv akivyntov 
als separat gedacht werden 245 — nirgends aber hatte diese 
Separatheit eine positive Auswirkung im System, am wenig- 
sten in der Teleologie, wo sie ja die aristotelische Immanenz 
von Grund aus umgestiirzt hatte. Bei Maimonides hingegen 
war es gerade die Separatheit, die die Teleologie, d. h. die 
Lehre vom letzten Zweck ganz auf den Boden der xoinotc 
gestellt hat. Die funktionelle spa5tc hatte im letzten Zweck 


243 Moreh 1 72: napan down om sbiyd om mbyn on noe mn mew yn 
voy porwr ...mam po dass sim paz m2 we swe od buxon. Umgekehrt wird 
wieder, I 1, im ms die nur dem Menschen eigentiimliche — sinw pays posn am 
x0 13) — reine Erkenntnis mit der géttlichen — *b23 nx wx — verglichen. 

244 Die Hauptstelle ist A/et. XI, 7. Da der Gottheit weder eine 
moinats noch eine pak beigelegt werden konne, sagt Aristoteles Gfters mit 
aller Bestimmtheit,” Zeller, Joc. cit., S. 368, Anm.1 (wo auch Belege); bes. 
S: 374, Anum. 2- 

245 Schon Met. 1060 a 7 ff. wird die Frage des Gegenstandes der Meta- 

: ; ; 5 Sete: Cees 
physik behandelt, und ganz im platonischen Sinne, als atdtos odata ywpraty xat xab 
adtiy bezeichnet. Vel. ausfiihrlich Jager, Joc. cit., S. 219 f. Dann Met. 10734 4 
wird vom ersten Beweger als odcia zexwprouévn tev alabytev gesprochen ; (ahnl. 
wie Phys. 198 a 36: wv (altiwy) f Etépa 03 guatxy). 
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keinerlei Berechtigung; es mute daher, mit Hilfe der abso- 
luten Immaterialitat, das Pojetische ermdglicht werden. 
Diese fiit Maimonides wesentliche Grundlegung seiner 
Teleologie wird an allen beziiglichen Stellen nachdriicklich 
hervorgehoben. Von III 25 haben wir bereits gesehen, dafs 
dort der ganze Gedankengang auf das Agensmotiv eingestellt 
ist. Auch III 13 beginnt mit der Vorbemerkung, daf das plan- 
mafige Handeln mit der Zweckfrage verbunden ist, daf es 
daher fiir Gott, der nicht geschaffen ist, keine Zweckfrage 
geben kann.246 Damit ist die Basis gegeben; dann erst, ,,nach 
dieser Vorerdrterung“, beginnt die eigentliche Abhandiung 
iiber den Zweck des Daseins. Man sieht gleich, die spatere 
Ablehnung des Daseinszwecks hat doch noch anderen Charak- 
ter als die in der Vorbemerkung ausgesprochene grundsatzliche 
Unmoglichkeit einer Zweckfrage beim Nichtgeschaffenen. 
Aber auch in I 69, wo ja Agens gegen Causa zuriickgestellt 
wird, geschieht es nur aus zwei Griinden: erstens, wie bereits 
gesehen, da Causa auch den Zweck mitinbegreift, zweitens aber, 
und dies wird ausdrticklich vom ersten Grund unterschieden, 
da das Attribut Agens die Moéglichkeit gibt zu einer mifver- 
standlichen zeitlichen Beziehung zwischen dem Wirken- 
den und dem Werk 247 — dessen Ausschaltung fiir Maimonides 
wesentlich war. Hier wird es zwar nur mit der notwendigen 
Kontinuitat der Erhaltung der Welt begriindet, wir haben 
aber bereits gesehen, dafs auch fiir die Schopfung das zeit- 
liche Moment ausgeschaltet wurde — eben wegen der Reinheit 
des Zweckprinzips. Aber auf den pojetischen Charakter des 
Weltzweckes wird hier keineswegs verzichtet; ausdriicklich 


246 Moreh IT] 13 Anfangs: ondsy nwy saws sinn astd wes ox nasa mwyw dnp b> 
nwy mddas nny mvbon und gleichsam als Stiitze fiir diese erste Pramisse wird die 
dritte unbezweifelbare angeftthrt: onbs inn... dyed snuy sd... meyer sinenw 
mbsna nwps voyo mbvs Oye, denn diese Pramisse an sich spielt im weiteren 
Gedankengang keine Rolle. Der Hauptzweck, der Pramissen ist die Herstellung 
der Verbindung zwischen wane — pins — mbdon. 

247 Moreh I 69 g.E. wird resumierend wiederholt: imyqp sbi nap amenp mth 
72> 9p; dann erst kommt das Argument gegen die Anschauung des Kalam, 
dafS die Welt auch bestehen bleiben kénnte, wenn ihr Schdpfer aufhérte zu 
existieren: 1958 Jorg dyes sin sath mm sby asd Syne pen abs nos sn nmr ws 
mney Jwons. 
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wird ja betont, daf§ Causa durchaus nicht mit Ewigkeit der 
Welt verbunden sein muf.248 
Nun war Maimonides die Schwierigkeit, die mit der 
noinow fiir Gott verbunden ist, gut bekannt. Die aristotelische 
Auffassung, daf alle xoinots ak einen aufenliegenden Zweck 
gerichtet ist,24#9 mufte beriicksichtigt werden. Wir sehen auch 
z. B. Ibn Zaddik das Vorhandensein eines Planes bei der 
Weltschépfung ablehnen, und dies nicht allein deswegen, da 
man dann einen neben Gott existierenden Behelf annehmen 
miif$te,?5° sondern auch, da man daraus notwendigerweise auf 
eine Zweckursache schlieSen wiirde,25! was nicht anders zu 
verstehen ist als auf einen aufenliegenden Zweck. Dieser 
Gedankengang, wesentlich entnommen der die Zeit so vielfach 
beeinflussenden neoplatonischen Theologie des Aristoteles,?52 
konnte auch von Maimonides nicht vernachlassigt werden. 
Wahrend also die Planmafigkeit der Schépfung ein so wich- 
tiger Sttitzpunkt der Teleologie war, drohte es nun, daf gerade 
aus den teleologischen Konsequenzen die Schépfung selbst be- 
droht wiirde. 
Aus diesem Grunde fixiert Maimonides den Terminus des 
»transeunten Zwecks“ und erklart ihn nur méglich bei Willens- 
akten materieller Subjekte.25? Nur bei diesem ist der Zweck 


248 Selbst nicht fiir die Philosphen, ibid.: «m wpb orpipido en msn wm 
bin msnps poms anys espe ws Sy amsapy sb7 mp1 ny. 

249 Siehe oben Anm. 211. 

250 Mikrokosmos, ed. Horovitz S. 56; nachdem alles abgelehnt wird, was 
mun b> nan bau, wird fortgesetzt: Py) Nawres ssw sod ps 373 p>, und dann 
255. mswmm poy ods pyma sa yr seus bss (das »bn fehlt wohl im Ms. Parma, 
doch kann der Sinn nach dem Zusammenhang nicht anders sein). 

251 Tbid.: amb noene ndy ts yn oss omamw 1375 saw on paw ny 
sstoms 5533 anon dst oss. Uber navne aby als Zweckursache vgl. Kaufmann, 
loc. cit., S. 315 Anm. 166; dieser Stelle will Kaufmann, S. 320 Anm. 180, so 
einen Sinn geben, indem er omstbw und dann 127 1mss liest, was jedoch fiir 
unseren Zweck weniger wichtig ist, da die Ablehnung einer Zweckursache (in 
dem -:%5 sxsw) gleichgestellt mit der Ablehnung eines Instruments, auf jeden 
Fall gesichert ist. 

252 Siehe Kaufmann, Joc. cit. S. 319 und 320 Anm. 178, 179. Vgl. auch 
Horovitz, Einl. zum Mikrokosmos, S. YX, Anm. 36. 

253 Moreh Il 18, Methode II: Der Begriff des mszy mbsn — Hinx so Ars 
wird genau bestimmt dadurch pan xd yin ans 733 9309 men rows. Dies erscheint 
beim materiebedingten Subjekt sogar eine notwendige Folge: sian psan a os 
myyy pms mdsn (m3 abe onn) 1 wow ty sein Sys. 
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vom Subjekt raumlich getrennt, auferlich, und infolgedessen 
ist auch der auf den Zweck gehende Willensakt eine Ver- 
anderung, also in der Zeit. Das alles gilt nicht fiir den se pa- 
raten Willen, der nur Namensgemeinschaft hat mit unserem 
materiegebundenen Willen.254 Durch die Separatheit also 
konnte gleichsam die Immanenz des Zweckes im 
Gottlichen erklart und dadurch die xoinots erméglicht 
werden. Durch die Immaterialitat des géttlichen Willens ist 
sein zweckmafiges — und dennoch von Raum und Zeit unab- 
hangiges — Wirken médglich. Diese Stelle im Moreh ist von 
grundlegender Bedeutung, denn sie bildet den Schliissel zu all 
den ineinandergreifenden Fragen. Die Fixierung des tran- 
seunten Zweckes und seines Bereiches erméglichte die Lehre 
vom letzten Zweck. Dadurch ist die Zulassigkeit des Willens- 
attributes in seiner teleologischen Bedeutung gerettet.255 Auf 


254 Ibid, als Gegensatz zum 21m bys pxn wird der p32 pes genannt ws Ws 
nsx =37 tnx. Die beiden sind im Wesen verschieden: andy sux» ose psn ps 
DY sw ps vor px Ams ps. Das Gemeinsame besteht darin, dafs beide ein 
Eintreten des Aktes darstellen, denn dies macht das wahre Wesen des Willens 
aus nyy xbi nyvw ,no3y mM ininer pysn nnesw; in diesem Punkte ist wohl die Ge- 
meinsamkeit nicht blo% homonymer Natur, synw>. Nur wahrend beim materie- 
gebundenen Willen, die Spannung zwischen Passivitat und Aktivitat von den 
pwinne oyne bedingt wird, ist sie beim separaten Willen im Inneren begriindet. 
Veranderlichkeit und transeunter Zweck bedingen sich gegenseitig; Ver- 
anderung ist aber nicht identisch mit Entscheidungsakt. Ephodi 
z. St. scheint dieses Moment des transeunten Zweckes zu tibersehen und 
spricht wiederholt vom msn allein (mbon ymbiynd ps > etc.), darum ist es be- 
greiflich, daf$ ihn diese Loésung nicht befriedigen kann: pry osx orn own wd 
snyt vb. Denn nahme man es in dieser allgemeinen Fassung und verstiinde man 
die Stelle 925 pnd wos nin bypn 2, an die Ephodi ankniipft, wértlich, so ware 
es ja der krasseste Widerspruch zu dem III 25 durchgefiihrten Gedankengang. 
Die Unterscheidung hier entspricht wohl dem in I 69 betonten Gegensatz 
sao daw xb mysy in bezug auf die letzte Form. 

285 Dadurch sind auch die Gefahren beseitigt, die sich aus dem Willens- - 
attribut fir Cohen, Charakteristik S. 97, ergeben und die er so formuliert: 
» Die Schépfung macht das Verhaltnis zwischen Gott und Mensch transeunt, 
wahrend es immanent sein mu. Die Erkenntnis begriindet diese Immanenz; 
der Wille bedroht sie; und die Schdpfung scheint die Drohung aus- 
zufihren.” Wir sehen, da gerade der Wille in seiner Immanenz — Maimonides 
empfindet wohl, da® ss2 apt sm m32 peon mt rns — verbunden mit der 
Schépfung, als sittliche Grundlegung fiir die Begriindung der maimunischen 
Teleologie unerlaflich sind. 
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dieser Basis aber bedeutet es dasselbe, ob wir sagen, Gott ist 
der Zweck, wie I 69, oder Gott will einen Zweck, wie III 25; 
es ist dies kein Widerspruch, da in beiden Fallen der Zweck 
in Gott immanent bleibt, indem er den Zweck bildet. 

Ist nun aber der teleologische Weltgrund, als weltschdpfe- 
risches Prinzip, gesichert, so greifen die Konsequenzen auch in 
den Bereich der Naturteleologie hiniiber. Da die Lehre vom 
letzten Zweck, wie gesagt, nicht blof ein transzendenter Uber- 
bau iiber die immanente Naturzweckmafigkeit ist, sondern, 
durch das kreatorische Moment, ihre Grundlegung bildet, miis- 
sen auch die natiirlichen Zwecke im Lichte des einen letzten 
Zweckes ihre richtige Deutung erhalten. Fiihrt nun die Natur- 
teleologie zu einer Vielheit und Relativitat und Vergleichbar- 
keit der einzelnen Zwecke, so wird diese Vielheit durch die 
sie konsumierende Einheit des letzten Zweckes auf- 
gehoben. Das ov &vexo bei Aristoteles hat ja die Relativitat 
bis ins Innere des einzelnen Zwecks hineingetragen — es kann 
auch der eine Zweck eine doppelte Beziehung haben;25* von 
der Vergleichbarkeit und verschiedenen Bewertung der einzelnen 
Zwecke wurde bereits oben gesprochen. Durch die Auf- 
hebung des tévexa als letzter Frage war fiir 
Maimonides die Relativitat der Zwecke be- 
yertigt: 

Die Kreaturen sind Selbstzwecke und sie sind es, weil sie 
vom letzten Weltzweck, Gott-Wille oder Gott-Weisheit ab- 
hangen.?®?7 Denn ihre Zwecke, vom letzten Zweck getragen, 


256 So de anima 415b 2: 108° 0d Evexa, Sitroy, to pey ov, to 58 &; ebenso 
Phys. 194 a 35 (Met. 1075 b 2, wozu vgl. Bernays, Dialoge des Aristoteles 169). 
Das 00 beziehlt sich etwa auf die Herstellung der Gesundheit, das ® auf die 
Heilung des Kranken — je nach dem Gesichtspunkt. 

257 Moreh Ill 13 g. E. wird das irrige Zwecksuchen zwiefach ausgedriickt: 
paw mad don wpsd ow (Fads 7 bn nd pv sob) sen mepont 1 pew ned mdon wpa? 
ty mde pans ronan imme (. sds md Hosa xd sod xbs) medon 1 (Text ergdnzt nach 
Munk III S. 98 n. 2). Jetzt ist uns klar, daf$ der zweite mit 1x verbundene Satz 
nicht nur eine allgemeinere Fassung des ersten — wie Munk: ou (en général) — 
ist, sondern auch explikativ zum ersten steht, denn das irrige Suchen eines 
speziellen, aufenliegenden Zweckes eines Dinges ist begriindet im Irrtum der 
dinglichen Zweckmafigkeit iiberhaupt und beide, in Einem, werden behoben 
durch das Verlegen des Zweckes in Gott. Das w wire vielleicht besser zu iiber- 
setzen: oder eigentlich. (Scheyer zieht beide ganz zusammen, was der Sache 
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sind untereinander nicht meSbar. Und eben dieselbe Zuord- 
nung, die, blof& von der Naturseite gesehen, ein ,,Eines fiirs 
andere“ erscheint,2°8 wird, vom letzten Zweck aus gesehen, 
ein ,,Jedes fiir sich selbst“. Die kreatorische aber zugleich 
zeitlose xoirnoig konsumiert die tpa&tc. Und jene Doppel- 
deutung des smaymb, der Zweck im Geschaffenen und im Schép- 
fer, die, wie wir sahen,?®® nebeneinander gut bestehen kénnen, 
erweist sich uns jetzt als mehr, als voneinander abhangig, wenn 
nicht gar als identisch. Denn der Selbstzweck der Kreatur ist 
der kreatorische Gott-Zweck von einer anderen Seite gesehen. 
Und ein Schritt weiter: die Unméglichkeit eines dinglichen 
Einheitszweckes, in III 13 dargelegt, da er ja nur in einer 
Uber- und Unterordnung relativer Zwecke bestehen miifste, ist 
begriindet durch die Setzung jenes gottlich-immanenten 
Zweckes, der alle relative Zuordnung als Teleologie nicht 
zulaft. Daf im Lichte dieses letzten Zweckes die Unterschiede 
von Einfachheit und Differenziation in der dinglichen Funk- 
tion alle Relevanz, die sie bei Aristoteles haben, verlieren, ist 
nun auch selbstverstandlich. 

Hier, in der gottlich-immanenten Teleologie, ist der Punkt 
gegeben, wo Weltschdpfung und Weltordnung zusammen- 
kommen und Eins werden — der Punkt, wo nun von der 
aristotelischen Teleologie nichts mehr zuriickgeblieben ist. Die 
immanente Funktionsteleologie, die Maimonides akzeptiert,?®° 


auch nicht gerecht wird.) Beide zugleich sind begriindet in der Erkenntnis von 
siTw AD ops suas do. 

258 Siehe oben Anm. 235. 

289 Siehe oben Anm. 76. 

260 Moreh IIL 25 kommt der aristotelischen Naturteleologie aufer im 
bereits erwahnten Gleichnis vom Auge auch in der Formulierung am niachsten, 
wenn dort als Teleologie beschrieben wird m:pins ab> nivysun mbwypn opbnw 
N133707 M130 D951 omyps anyp mmwp3 mmioe. Wenn auch der Ausdruck »pbn 
Ssypxds myst) mbiypn nicht diese Betonung hat, die ihm Munk III S. 201 — 
jusqu’aux moindres détails — gibt, so soll doch das Zusammenstimmen der 
natiirlichen Teilfunktionen im Kausalen als Teleologie verstanden werden; die 
Grenze zwischen Kausalitat und Teleologie wird verwischt. (Vgl. Cohen, Logik, 
S. 356). Bezeichnend ist auch das weitere s-mioe o:spine any nw ovdadan ysws sw> 
pndw ssinn mbps pe, als ob die Spharen mehr Zweckmiafigkeit infolge ihrer 
hoheren Ordnung aufzuweisen hatten, was zwar hier als snob jy angefihrt, 
aber auch vollstandig akzeptiert wird, wahrend gerade in diesem Punkte in 
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erweist sich als blo& unumginglicher Argumentationsbehelf, 
um die Teleologie vor der Gefahrdung durch die ascharitischen 
absurden Konsequenzen zu schiitzen, d. h. Maimonides fiihrt 
die empirische Naturzweckmafigkeit ins Treffen, um nicht, auf 
dem Boden der Natur, von ihr bedroht zu werden — um sich 
aber gleichzeitig die eigentliche Teleologie fiir eine andere 
Basis zu retten. Denn fiir seine eigentliche Philosophie war 
auch das Weltgeschehen von derselben Zweckmafigkeit ge- 
tragen wie das Weltentstehen. Denn da die Schépfung nicht 
zeitlich gedacht ist, im Anfang, hért sie auch nicht auf in der 
Dauer. Die Vereinigung vollzicht sich im Terminus yaw. Die 
Separatheit des Willens, durch die der Zweck als géttlich- 
immanent in der Kreation erméglicht wurde, wird als kon- 
tinuierlich gesetzt. In diesem Terminus scheint all das zu- 
sammengefaft zu sein, was das Spezifische der maimunischen 
Teleologie ausmacht. 

Wir haben bereits gesehen,?®! daf§ Maimonides die Be- 
zeichnung Agens auch aus dem Grunde zuriickstellt, da daraus 
nicht die Kontinuitat der géttlichen Fithrung, im Sinne der 
Teleologie, eindeutig ersichtlich ware. In diesem Zusammen- 
hang wird nun diese Kontinuitat als Emanation bezeichnet.?®? 
Diese Emanation aber wird an anderer Stelle so bestimmt, 
da sie nicht Ausstrahlung, sondern eine Handlung be- 
deutet, nicht etwa eine Funktion, eine spaStc, Gottes, sondern 
eine moinotc, 26% Somit ist das Agensmoment auch im yew er- 


II 14 die Darstellung so ist, als sei der psyn nbyes wies der Spharen in bezug auf 
die Teleologie wohl ein Argument der Philosophen, mit dem wir uns aber nicht 
identifizieren. (Vgl. oben Anm. 47.) 

261 Siehe oben Anm. 247. 

262 Moreh 1 69: 13139 IWR prays IMNVSy Pene xm e¥e> Don Suan Mapes 
yews, worauf am Schluf Bezug genommen wird: 3'2 sbyn mux ‘yr invns 208 
PON ATION MPeyT wSwe SIT ANW 1D. 

263 Moreh 1 58: yown dss wows yo TINT sym> 8b) WNT yD DINN yowAD or px 
N3pine manszns wer oypi myey pen ond pwor Munk, I S. 244 tibersetzt hier 
yow (jn) durch action divine” (sonst gewéhnlich: épanchement), dadurch ist 
die beabsichtigte Kontrastierung deutlicher gemacht, doch miifte vielleicht dieses 
Moment der ,action” zugleich mit dem der Emanation festgehalten werden. 
Die Interpretation Narbonis (und ebenso Ephodi und Schem-Tob): syn> 522 
bowny Seen hebt dieses Moment der Aktion auf und relativiert das abgelehnte 
wewn yo wisn sym> (worin wieder Narboni und Ephodi auseinandergehen), — 
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halten. In diesem Zusammenhang wird auch von dieser Ema- 
nation, verbunden besonders mit dem Willen, der Bestand 
und die ordnende Fihrung der Welt abgeleitet.2°* Fiigen wir 
noch hinzu die Hauptstelle iiber die Emanation, wo sie als die 
einzig mégliche Verbindung zwischen Gott und Welt bei Auf- 
rechterhaltung der absoluten Separatheit bezeichnet wird — 
da ja alles raumliche Nah und Fern ausgeschlossen bleiben 
mu 285 — so schlie&t sich der Kreis, den wir bei der Kreation 
gesehen haben: Wille — Separatheit — Handlung 
— Teleologie. Weshalb denn auch Maimonides zusammen- 
fassend sowohl Kreation als auch Fihrung als 
Konsequenz der Separatheit und der Kontinuitaét auf diese 
Emanation zuriickfiihrt.?%° 


Uber den Zusammenhang dieses Moments der Handlung mit dem des sittlichen 
Grundes (und auch der Negation der Privationen) s. Cohen, Charakteristik, 
Shy ers 

264 Ibid. ynansew mo b> mobdin mysoo ms bo o> pany sr Sasa 8d anos posyt 
yrso7 732793 ms1om (nach Munk, ibid., n. 3) mona ...mansm oo Oy. 

265 Moreh IL 12: yows d123n dy odd msn und dann by sxosn sinn byten 
ypw own mi awe nityonn. Emanation besagt aber nicht nur Permanenz. In 
diesem Bilde findet Maimonides die einzig zulassige Verbindung von 
Separatheit und Aktion: mo mys om bas3n nbiyp moiwnd sxe sow copy 
nbooyp sis > ,paym nnexd pony ow noose dy boa sbw pypwi seid om pwr 
baaon myx ays nssD Tsp 739 5533. Wiederum also wird das Moment der 
Handlung durch die Emanation nicht nur nicht aufgehoben (was schon I 58), 
sondern geradezu erst gerechtfertigt. 

266 Jbid.: 13 winnw mp 52 pby ypwen xine sysn yowe wonns obynw sons. 
Zu beachten ist die unmittelbar vorangehende Begriindung daftir: da» smn j> 
wo ndyipnoonso smn idyp Sony ovpmm ara onds sinw snonn qwx2 ,ow 
‘2 wwwsw. Es sind hier drei Voraussetzungen gegeben (daf die dritte nicht blo& 
eine nichtsagende Wiederholung der zweiten ist, wird schon wahrscheinlich durch 
die Anwendung eines wiederholten jx — statt der bloSen Verbindung mit waw 
und Pronomen — dyspbs masp 1381 m>yp dbx ys nam). Soll daher das dritte 
Glied ein neues Moment, da im sbyp bsnw nicht enthalten ist, hinzufiigen, so 
mu man, wenn man, mit Munk, dies mit cause efficiente iibersetzt, doch den 
Hauptton auf cause legen, d.h. daf$ Gott nicht blo& der byw der Welt ist, 
was ja in %byp 52m gesagt wurde, sondern auch inas. Dies im Sinne der Erérterung 
in I 69, wonach im m3 auch schon der Zweck enthalten ist. (Auch Ephodi 
erklart das usw w2 mit dem Hinweis auf vo 's). Schon im Wort allein, auch 
ohne Hinweis, schwingt ja die Bedeutung von Zweck mit, am deutlichsten in 
Tl 26, wo wiederholt n>y (bei Tibbon auch nso) im Sinne von Zweck gebraucht 
wird, auch: abpw mbsn n915 93335 aby ond wow. Wenn nun auch II 26 durch- 
gangig 4>y gebraucht wird, wahrend hier, II 12, 30, so bedeutet das sicherlich 
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Hier, im yaw, das wir auch bei der leitenden Funktion 
der Spharenintelligenzen verwendet sahen,2°7 kommt nun die 
gottlich-immanente Zwecktatigkeit am konzentriertesten zum 
Ausdruck — hier sind vereinigt, in der wahren Teleologie, 
Schoépfung und Erhaltung der Welt. Von hier aus ist die 
Kreation eben nicht abgeschlossen, sondern kann — auf dem 
Gebiete des Sittlichen, das ja das Gebiet der Teleologie ist — 
immer wieder manifest werden wie in der Prophetie.26* Das 
ist der Sinn der maimunischen planvoll handelnden 
Emanation; es ist die Sicherung der Dauer des letzten 
Zweckes. Die Natur und ihre immanente Zweckmafigkeit ist 
nicht ein Zustand, der nach Abschlu& des Schépfungsaktes 
diesen abgeldst hat, wie Maimonides vielleicht einmal ge- 
dacht haben mag;?®® sondern alles mechanisch-funktionell 
Zweckmafige, mit Vielheit und Relativitat belastet, wird vom 
letzten Zweck getragen, im ewigen Schdpfungs-Fiihrungsakt, 
und hat in ihm seinen Sinn. Es ist dies analog der sittlichen 
Freiheit des menschlichen Willens, die doch im Akt des gétt- 
lichen Urwillens verankert ist.27° Der gegebene Natur- 


nichts nach dem abwechselnden Gebrauch und der vollkommenen termino- 
logischen Gleichstellung von 320 und by zu Beginn von I 69. (Ibn Roschd 
erklart: sata maw cow mbym moon; s. Munk, I S. 313, n. 1.) Demnach ware man 
beinahe berechtigt, das 320 hier, Il 12, von vornherein mit Zweck zu tibersetzen 
und das nbynen nso etwa: ,,der in der Welt wirkende Zweck.” Aber das ist fiir 
den Sinn gar nicht nétig, denn auch als Causa wird es sicher nur mit Riicksicht 
auf den mitenthaltenen Zweck gebraucht. Fiir die schdpferische und erhaltende 
Emanation Gottes sind demnach die drei Pramissen angefiihrt: Die Separatheit, 
das Handeln, die Stellung Gottes als Zweck. (Der Einwand, den Wolff, Ads 
Kapitel, 2 Aufl. S. 10, Anm. 2 gegen die Identifizierung von 30 und mby macht, 
ist durch den Gebrauch in I 69 widerlegt.) 

267 Siehe oben Anm. 156. 

268 Vel. meine Abhandlung Proph. S. 124 ff. 

269 So noch in den Adhbt Kapiteln VIII. 

270 Moreh TM, 17: mmr wixnd yyne on bys bo pw pndnn pso orp uynow 
vby Sovw moo inainse as imssw me by nd12° bya own. Diese doppelte 
Verwendung des 5», am Anfang und am Ende, bringt klar den Charakter der 
hier betonten rb zum Ausdruck. Daf§ der Mensch die Macht hat — 
ndioy Sys (Gpswnon st) — iiber alles, was er will oder wahlt von den Dingen, die 
in seiner Macht sind yby boyw nay (e5y uno sox), kann sich auf nichts an- 
deres beziehen, als auf das dem Willen noch iibergeordnete Entscheidungs- 
vermégen, wahrend der Wille unter den Dingen wihlt, die dem Ausfithrungs- 
vermégen des Menschen entsprechen. Es handelt sich also um die sittliche 
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zweck ist aufgegeben vom letzten Zweck. Die transzen- 
dente Teleologie ist immanent — von einer hoheren Warte 
gesehen. 


Entscheidung, die im géttlichen Urwillen verankert ist. Klarend ist ein Ver- 
gleich mit I 73, Pram. VI, auf die Munk, III 124 n. 1, offenbar als identisch 
mit unserer Stelle, hinweist. Dort handelt es sich um die Sicherung der 
Kausalitat, hauptsichlich gegen die Ascharia. Beim Beispiel der Bewegung der 
Feder und den vier anzunehmenden Akzidenzen ist die Reihenfolge: der Wille zur 
Bewegung, die Fahigkeit (1px) zu bewegen, die Bewegung selbst etc. Es wird also 
nur vom Ausfiihrungsvermdgen, das dem Willen folgt, gesprochen; von den 
drei Momenten, die III 17 ‘behandelt werden — Entscheidung, Wille, Aus- 
fihrung — sind hier nur die letzten zwei verwendet. Fiir die Kausalitat war 
ja auch nicht mehr nétig; dagegen war bei der Behandlung der gerechten 
Providenz, die Herausarbeitung des Moments der verantwortlichen Enscheidung 
yon wesentlicher Bedeutung. An I 73 erinnert wohl die unserer Stelle 
vorangehende Erklérung von nh beim Menschen, doch mit anderem 
Schwerpunkt: I 73 soll die Kausalreihe begriindet werden, die Fahigkeit der 
Ausfiihrung ist vom Willen nicht mehr abhingig als etwa die Bewegung von 
der Fahigkeit; hier aber liegt der Schwerpunkt im Moment der Wahl: 
amwyd ons Sopw no b> mwy: ais) ansemss1 wavs sinw, also ein besonderes 
Moment in der Beziehung Wille — Ausfiihrung. — Freilich wird hier die 
Entscheidungsmacht, die rein sittlichen Charakters ist, auf eine Stufe gestellt mit 
der freiwilligen Bewegung der Tiere; auch das friiher erwahnte sys kénnte 
angefihrt werden, dafi diese nix als blof%e Naturfunktion zu verstehen wire. 
Daf aber dies nicht der Fall ist, kann mehrfach belegt werden. Vor allem, ganz 
allgemein, die Hervorhebung der menschlichen individuellen Vernunft als 
Gegensatz zum ysv bei den anderen Lebewesen in I 72, woriiber oben Anm. 88. 
Dann II 25, wo der notwendige Zusammenhang zwischen Kreation und Torah 
behandelt wird, da wird als eine nur durch die Kreation lésbare Frage auch die 
angefuhrt, daf’ das von Gott beabsichtigte moralische Gesetz nicht in die 
Natur des Menschen verlegt wurde: ons anyon pospn bs ow sd mab 
1M312 mM Amn ox 13y33 On3 snmem (vgl. auch Munk, II S. 198 n. 4). Wozu 
Narboni, Komment. S. 36b: noysy 1398 opsun pays siso md ow os) nmin 05 was 
aber offenbar Schem-Tob z. St. zur Ubertreibung angeregt hat: 2°53 smnn 52 02 
(vgl. oben Anm. 176). So ferner III 19: o33y ox (sc. ons 33 bw) ommy sh ww 
mosnwm nd15> Sys om mond 272 power box 335 5+sysv. Da ist also die Eigen- 
schaft als nh Sys — Hpsemes st (Ephodi: ins+ns qe) der blo natiirlichen 
entgegengesetzt. Oder III 11, dafS die sittliche Einsicht mit der natiirlichen 
Funktion nicht vereinbar ist: om7> mwuxn auxd mem saws mesmo ow men dost 
bbs wpa ppops yn pry Os asian non. Diese Stelle ist wohl nicht anders denn 
als allgemeine Bemerkung zu interpretieren, u. zw. so: gabe es eine Weisheit, 
die sich zur menschlichen Form als so notwendig eintretende Funktion verhielte 
wie die Sehkraft zum Auge, dann waren alle Schaden behoben; in Wirklichkeit 
aber verhalt es sicht nicht so. Allgemein wird der Satz so aufgefaSt: gabe es 
dort, d.h, besafen sie (sc. nox 123 mns) die Weisheit, die sich zur Form so 
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Die aristotelische Teleologie, die in ihrem Wesen Funk- 
tionsvollkommenheit und Okonomie der Mittel bedeutet, hat 


verhalt etc. So Munk, III 65: ,,S’ils possédaient la science, qui est a la 
forme humaine”, etc. Ebenso Scheyer, III S. 46. Diese auf den ersten Blick auch 
naheliegende Auffassung wiirde dann das genaue Gegenteil von unserer 
Interpretation besagen: die Gleichheit der Relation zwischen Weisheit — mensch- 
licher Form und Sehkraft — Auge wire als selbstverstandlich voraus- 
gesetzt. Nun empfindet schon Scheyer ibid., Anm. 1, da ,,dieses Gleichnis 
etwas Auffallendes hat”; die darauf bezogene Belehrung von Weif, III S. 50 
Anm. 4, kann die feingeftihlte Bemerkung Scheyers nicht entkraften (da% doch 
die Sehkraft das Wesen des Auges ist, was die Weisheit zur menschlichen 
Wesenheit nicht ist). Aber abgesehen von diesem Einwand, sprechen fiir unsere 
Interpretation folgende Momente: 1. Schon in II 8 wurde der Zusammenhang 
zwischen der sittlichen Weisheit und der menschlichen Form und die Tatsache, 
daf alle sittlichen Mangel von der Materie herriihren, sehr ausftihrlich behandelt 
und belegt; dies im Zusammenhange mit der der Materie inharierenden Privation. 
Es ware demnach das ganze Kap. 11 nichts anderes als eine matte Wieder- 
holung dessen, was schon in Kap. 8 griindlicher nachgewiesen wurde. 2. Um zu 
sagen, die menschlichen Parteien besifen keine Weisheit, ware der Ausdruck 
ow mm ix — of peo 1b) (Guide II, 1b) sehr verschwommen und dies kénnte 
viel einfacher und pragnanter durch ein Personalpronomen ausgedriickt werden. 
Dagegen gibt es eine Menge von Belegen im Sprachgebrauch Maimonides’, daft 
er pw —ph dem verbum anfiigt, nicht um dort” auszudriicken, sondern daf 
etwas iiberhaupt ist oder nicht ist (wie das engl. there is). Ich greife aus der 
Fille der Beispiele nur einige heraus: II 18 g.E. msn ow paw — d:d5 on od x 
(Guide Il, v5 b) Munk, (11 144): quwil n’y a pas de preuve; II 39 Anf. anmnxd 
pon xdi Hyw ph jon ab — mean xd nn ow (II pb) Munk II 301: il n’y a 
jamais eu et il n’y aura jamais; sbid. spater: ww ow mmw — pep on p> x 
(II wpa); DL 43 aa ow paw — pxpnon of o> (IT sua); Il 18: of ory 
piowy me ow psi — omp so (III n> b), besonders ibid. weiter unten: pA od 
bowb pan exes aw paw — pdx inxs Tino (I wba), die auch Munk alle im Sinn von 
»es gibt” iibersetzt. Interessant ist, daf$ Maimonides diese Wendung auch im 
hebraischen gebraucht; so z.B. Hil. Jesode-Hatorah 1, 1: xo ov wew yd 
pws (vgl. Kesef Mischneh z.St.); Hil. Teschubah 1, 3: op wapon ma paw min jor 
mo msiwn eds ow poN mips nae wd ps. 3. Ware von der bereits wiederholt 
behandelten Weisheit, deren Beziehung zur Form als so bekannt vorausgesetzt 
wird, die Rede, so miifte sie ja den bestimmten Artikel haben: besafen sie die 
Weisheit, die usw. Es heift aber ny2n — ody — ohne Artikel; (Munk, freilich, 
fiigt, logisch gendtigt, aus eigenem hinzu: Ja science). All dies scheint unsere 
Interpretation der Stelle zu rechtfertigen. Dann bekommt aber auch das Kapitel 
einen richtigen Sinn. Vorher, DI 10, wurde der Begriff der Privation an der 
Blindheit illustriert; dieses Gleichnis wird auch zu Beginn von Kap. 11 wiederholt, 
die Unwissenheit, eine Privation, richte ebensoviel Schaden an wie die Blindheit. 
Wahrend aber der Blinde ein vereinzelter Ausnahmsfall ist, ist es bei der Un- 
wissenheit Regel, da& mba mys anbuni espa my» ambse p> wes b> oo 22 mn. Der - 
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ihren treffenden Ausdruck in der vielfach variierten Formel ge- 
funden, daf die Natur nichts umsonst mache. Wenn dieser 
Satz, aus dér Erfahrung induktiv gewonnen,?™1 das Verbum 
movetv enthalt, so darf das nicht als Anerkennung der xoinotc 
fiir die Natur aufgefaft werden,?"? sondern eher als Anspielung 
auf den Technikvergleich, mit dem ja die aristotelische 
Teleologie eng verbunden ist. Dieser Satz war spaterhin sehr 
verbreitet 27° und je nach Bedarf angewandt. Bei Ibn Zaddik 
z. B., der, wie gesehen, eine Planmafigkeit der Schépfung 
aus Furcht vor der Teleologie nicht zulassen konnte, findet 
sich dieser Satz in Verbindung mit der géttlichen Giite und 
in der Form, Gott hatte nichts fehlerhaft gemacht,?"* was ja 
auch einmal bei Aristoteles als Variation vorkommt,?7 aber 
sicher nicht mehr jenes Gkonomisch-funktionelle Moment rein 
enthalt, dessen Sinn doch ist, das nichts da ist, das nicht seinen 
Funktionszweck hatte. Nun hat auch Maimonides den Satz 
verwendet, und zwar einige Male, von denen aber zwei nur 


Vergleich stimmt also nicht. Dazu ist die einschrinkende Bemerkung nétig, dai 
es eben keine Weisheit oder Wissen, oby, gibt, die mit derselben Natur- 
notwendigkeit aus der menschlichen Form folgen wiirden wie das Sehen aus dem 
Auge. Die sittliche Weisheit ist eben keine pats. — So zeigt uns diese Stelle, 
ebenso wie die vorher angefthrten, dafi die Sittlichkeit des Menschen, sowohl 
als Entscheidungsvermégen als auch als Wissen, nicht zu seinen ,natiirlichen” 
Funktionen zu zahlen sind; wenn auch die Weisheit, wo sie vorhanden ist, nur 
in Verbindung mit der Form bestehen kann. Daf aber auch selbst die ,,.Natur” 
des Menschen von der allgemeinen Natur in wesentlicher Bezichung abweicht, 
wird ja IM 32 erklart. 

271 Siehe oben Anm. 209. 

272 Siehe Zeller, loc. cit., S. 369 £., S. 374, Anm. 2. Bei der Gottheit werden 
besonders die modéag efwtepmat abgelehnt, die der nxxv mon entsprechen. 

273 Siehe Dieterici, Die Lehre von der Weltseele, S. 140: ,,.Die Gelehrten 
haben ein allgemeines wahres Wort geredet, ,die Natur schafft nichts Unniitzes‘, 
das heift, keines der vorhandenen Dinge ist ohne Nutzen und ohne Vorteil.“ 

274 Siche Kaufmann, loc. cit., S. 322, Anm. 183 und S. 302, Anm. 138. 
Neben der Formulierung xen 137 sw sn2 xb sviamw findet sich, allgemeiner ge- 
halten, auch ow ron phys maw aay: sdr pyszs edt mepins xb ossw ae bw scion Sper 
sinw mao at, Mikrokosmos S. 57, vgl. auch S. 62 u.a. Auch Halevi erwahnt den 
Ausspruch zweimal. Das eine Mal, Kusari 1 76, um die in dem Ausspruch irre- 
fiihrende Identifikation von yay mit xvz zuriickzuweisen, das andere Mal V 12, 
ganz allgemein: py band s39 yon xd ny snn. ; 

275 Z. B. Pol. 1256 b 20: h pbors unfév wate dtehi¢ moet write wacny; 
de anima 432 b 21. Vel. oben Anm. 117. 
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im Sinne Aristoteles’ und fiir ihn angefiihrt wurden.27* Wo 
sich aber Maimonides dem Satz anschlie&t und ihn fiir sich an- 
fithrt, da ist dieser modifiziert im Sinne seiner eigenen Auf- 
fassung. 

Einmal betont Maimonides, da dienatiirlichen Dinge 
nicht sinnlos seien, schaltet aber ausdriicklich die kiinstlichen, 
also den Technikvergleich, aus, offenbar wegen des Nachsatzes, 
daf bei den natiirlichen Schdpfungen ein Zweck anzunehmen 
ist, auch wenn er fiir uns nicht ersichtlich ist.277 Ohne also 
eine Zweckabsicht bei der technischen Tatigkeit bestreiten zu 
wollen, soll doch der Charakter beider Zweckmafigkeiten aus- 
einandergehalten werden, da Zweck eben nicht Funktion ist. 


276 Moreh TL 14 (VII); I 13: 8b ysunw wisees qeen eis 1D KS) 
mowed s25 wy. 

277 Moreh Ml 25: 70 dow 391d oa185 ,bsnn ey os obs nyysen oops pe 
sant ydent yaw ps wiet ps poms mbsn ons ww mbdyp obs on oniosdo 1oRw 
yas sb ws. Den Vergleich mit der Technik ftir dem geordneten Ablauf des 
Naturgeschehens hat Maimonides wiederholt angewendet, aufser den bereits 
erwahnten Vergleichen in bezug auf die Erzeugung eines Gegenstandes in II 4 
und II rg (vgl. oben Anm. 149), hat er es auch in diesem Sinne formuliert. 
So TH 19: (s3nxbs yssnbsy) mswno noxds> nemn nanann ns: bss (oder genauer nach 
Falaquera, Moreh Ham. S.157: mewn ninsnn mit der Erklarung: "ssn myspr 
ps mwyin momsn mosbod) oder I 10: onn mexens mawe xno oon (sc. ysen) sinw 
(Hsnnbs> Hysoys) mown noxbus. Allerdings auch dies nicht ganz ohne Reserve; 
Il 19 kann der Vergleich gut als nur ftir die philosophische Anschauung, die 
blo eine mbsw xbnnn annimmt, geltend betrachtet werden, deutlicher noch als 
II 10, wo das Ganze unter -wx,— Ssp (Munk II 89: dont on dit; vgl. iibrigens 


n.2 daselbst) angeftihrt wird. Daf Maimonides diese Lehrmeinung in II ro nicht 
vertritt, geht ja schon daraus hervor, dafs hier auch vom ysv ausgesagt wird, 
da er xmie non ist, wahrend doch III 19, gerade die ,,Parallelstelle“, als wichtiges 
Glied in der Ableitung den Satz hat: js as nn sanm bow Sys yawn post 
p>> opwiven. Ganz klar auch I] 7 von den nvswa mms als Charakteristikum 
oam>ye aasw> $54 yow on swx — im Gegensatz zu den mbada (vgl. oben 
Anm. 155). Auf jeden Fall aber geht der Technikvergleich bei Maimonides nur 
so weit, als es sich um die Vorstellung handelt, nicht um den Zweck. Vom 
Techniker kann wohl eine Zwecksetzung a minori erschlossen werden, aber der 
technische Zweck kann mit dem in der Natur waltenden nicht verglichen werden 
— zuniachst schon aus dem Grunde, da letzterer nicht immer ermittelbar 
ist, aber auch noch aus anderen Griinden. Schem-Tob, zu Il 13, beriihrt einen 
anderen Punkt: ... join omni myysy °> nebo omstT mend obs mies ner ws 
amexed negen sim andy xin mdpry ows... pon Sos... sxosm natn nbn qensm on dad son 
sms redsnd wx. Darnach hingt also die Unvergleichbarkeit zwischen einem Werk der 
Technik und der Welt mit der Immanenz des Weltzweckes in Gott zusammen. 
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Ein Hinweis auf die Ablehnung jedes mechanisch-dkonomi- 
schen Gesichtspunktes ist ja auch jene Paranthese im Gleichnis 
mit den schweren Maschinen zum Zwecke der Erzeugung einer 
Nadel, die Maimonides als zwecklos nach einer ,,gewissen“ An- 
sicht, namlich der Philosophen, fiir die das Gleichnis gilt, be- 
zeichnet, wozu er aber als eigene Ansicht parenthetisch hin- 
zufiigt: es ware auch dies nicht vollig sinnlos.278 Da fir 
die Zweckmafigkeit nicht quantitative Momente ausschlag- 
gebend sein konnen — das ist der nicht ausgesprochene Grund. 
Noch charakteristischer aber ist die Heranziehung des aristote- 
lischen oddév partnv das zweite Mal. Hier wird es geradezu 
als Beleg fiir die spezifische maimunische Teleologie angefiihrt, 
wird besonders bei den Spharen hervorgehoben 27° — wo doch 
von sichtbarer Funktion sicher nicht viel die Rede sein kann 
— und als Stiitzpunkt beniitzt fiir die vorhergehende Be- 
tonung der planvollen Schépfung ex nihilo und die darauf- 
folgende Erwahnung. der wichtigen Erkenntnis der ,,ersten 
Endabsicht“.28° Daf dies eine Umdeutung des aristo- 
telischen Ausspruches bedeutet, ist klar. Bemerkenswert ist nur 
noch, daf, im Gegensatz zu den friheren Stellen, diese beiden 
Male der Ausspruch nicht im Namen Aristoteles’, sondern als 
allgemein giiltige philosophische Ansicht zitiert wird.?*+ 
In Wirklichkeit stammt ja der Ausspruch wesentlich von 
Platon,?82 und Aristoteles hat ihn seiner Lehrmeinung an- 
gepafst. 

278 Moreh IM 14: px9y M398 PD MENSA IDEMD At AM IHN ene ways A bn 
o3035 mamsan sopn in xd) (so si spm3) (statt mox> ware auch richtiger wom). 
Zur Korrektur des Tibbonschem sry ond, vel. Munk II, S. ro2 n. 1. 

279 Moreh TM 25 g. E.: yun mbwe doa ndes ast xd ...dsm 137 ow pee 
panos) Dapins any anw or5adan yous gow ds. 

280 Ibid. Den Beginn des Abschnittes bildet die Auseinandersetzung iiber 
die Kreation mit dem Satz sxo2w onp stynn onsen minwn xd qws mogys enn non 
pdm und den Abschluf, die Erwahnung der drei Irrtiimer, darunter der vom 
pwsit json. Diesen Gedankengang hilt Maimonides ftir ein Gemeingut sowohl 
unseres Glaubens als auch der Philosophie: wxv23 m82 m2 ann yesh prom nav 75 
und spater j> -2 modpr pyym. 

281 Siehe vorige Anm. Auch das erste Mal III 25 wird der Satz angeftihrt: 
ppioden ays 3“3 xi qo. In Dr4 und Il 13 wird der Ausdruck als ein von 
Aristoteles immer wiederholter angeftihrt. 

282 Tim. 30a: Bovdndets yap 6 Beds ayada wev ndvta, pratpov 6& undéy 
elvar xark Gbvautv; auch 33 d. Allerdings gibt es auch bei Leukipp Fr. 2: 0ddév 
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Und wie das obSév parny aus der Relativitit des Funk- 
tionellen herausgehoben, so ist auch der Begriff des 
Guten fiir die Schdpfung ein absoluter bei Maimonides. 
Aristoteles, der nur das relative Gute kennt, kann auch die 
Komparation von besser und bestes gebrauchen, wobei aller- 
dings die Natur immer ,,das Beste“ will,?8° wobei jedoch ein 
logisch notwendiger wesentlicher Zusammenhang zwischen Gott 
und dem Guten doch nicht zu finden ist.284 Diese Komparation 
kennt Maimonides nicht. Es gibt nur ein Gutes, das mit dem 
zweckmafigen Dasein identisch ist. Gut ist bei ihm nicht ein 
Wort wie die anderen, sondern ein Terminus, den er 
hebrdisch gebraucht, in Anlehnung an das > der biblischen 
Schépfungsgeschichte. Der Terminus wird wiederholt behandelt, 
hauptsachlich im Zusammenhang mit der Teleologie. Es er- 
weisen sich auf den ersten Blick manche Diskrepanzen zwischen 
den verschiedenen Stellen, wovon zunachst folgende erwahnt 
sei: Wahrend an einer Stelle die Anwendung des 21 nur fiir 
Dinge, die Selbstzweck sind, als berechtigt bezeichnet wird, ist 
das andere Mal gerade fiir die Dinge, die dem Zwecke von 
anderen dienen, sogar das 7x» 31» in seinem wahren Sinn in 
Anwendung gebracht.7®® Da Maimonides diesen Terminus nie- 
mals ohne besonderen Nachdruck einfiihrt, kann eine Wider- 
spriichlichkeit in seiner Anwendung unméglich blof Folge einer 
Nachlassigkeit sein. Dieser Punkt muf§ daher naher besehen 
werden. 

Maimonides unterscheidet terminologisch zwischen a1 und 
sx sw. Dies ist klar durchgefiihrt an den Stellen III 10 und 13, 
wo beide Termini in einem Zusammenhang erklart werden, 
bestatigt sich aber auch durch die anderen. Unter 3 ist zu 
verstehen das Gute, das dem Dasein zugrundeliegt, ja mit ihm 
identisch ist.28¢ Es driickt auch die Selbstzwecklichkeit der 


yejya patny ylyvetat, doch kann dies mit dem teleologischen Gebrauch dieses 
Satzes nichts gemeinsam haben. Vel. Theiler Joc. cit. S. 75, 1. 

283 Vel. oben Anm. 227. 284 Siehe Zeller Joc. cit. S. 371, 1: S. 361, 2. 

285 Das erstere in Moreh II 30, das letztere III 25. ; 

286 Moreh IL 10: nix?yy $5) MNRD pr Tey NK Nw a2 sw O52 ymbdyo dax 
s1v, wahrend es hier nur pradiziert wird, ergibt sich die Identitat durch die 
Umkehrung, spater: nix’so syn ame 3m wb own Mowe nnes j> oN Han. 
Munk iibersetzt das ganz substantivisch: le bien. 
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Kreaturen aus,287 weshalb am Schdpfungstage derjenigen 
Dinge, die keinen Selbstzweck haben oder ihn nicht sicht- 
bar haben, micht =. *> gebraucht wird.?8§ Ist aber 31» Dasein 
im Gegensatz zum Nichtsein, so bedeutet sx» sw die hohere 
teleologische Ordnung der Welt und die Kontinuitat dieser 
Zweckmafigkeit.289 Dieses umfat zugleich das Dasein und das 
Nichtsein, ja gerade der mit der Materialitat der Dinge not- 
wendig verbundene Untergang soll darin als ebensolche Wohl- 
tat, fiirs Ganze gesehen, wie das Dasein ausgedriickt werden.?9° 


287 Moreh TIT 13: «..pom pdm b> sox cnx 37 nays mw on sats 55> «Na xbw 
innsd mew vd son woes swim... 210 99 obs Sv) MOS INN. 

288 Moreh Il 30. Diese Stelle ist sehr aufschlufreich iiber die Beziehung 
zwischen sw und mse. Behandelt wird die Bildung des Firmaments (und 
Trennung der Gewasser) am zweiten Schdpfungstage, und warum an diesem 
nicht sw > gesagt wird. Als erste Erklarung wird die Unsichtbarkeit des 
Nutzens dieser Schdpfung angegeben; deren wahrer Sinn zu den omnn mono 
geh6rt. sh op xnstai) meget mm miexes one anoying nda3 xinw sw 12 pay pres) 
MTS MoS — yD Nees onds rwrwe ows iseay Ddysw soot das amtenm (odds stn 
3) 93 13 Tew sy ots 7335? Dann aber wird dieser Grund durch ein zweites 
Moment vertieft: durch den Mangel an Selbstzwecklichkeit; os »nrw sim 
qwond ninco mbon ws (nemanede yo 833 832 RG ND ps) meses po ey Sosa pon nn 
sy 9D 12 Tesw (nabs ostenoxd) maxon. Bei Munk, II S. 243, wird das Termino- 
logische an diesen Stellen insoferne verwischt, als er das -wn>s sin der ersten und 
das nbs der zweiten mit ,univers” iibersetzt (das erste ni der ersten Stelle 
mit ,,existence”), ferner das mstinubs der zweiten Stelle mit création. Dadurch 
wird die feste Relation zwischen sw und wn gelockert und auch die Bedeutung 
der Sichtbarkeit des Zweckes geschwacht. Den zweiten Grund sieht auch Munk 
als einen anderen, verschiedenen vom ersten an: II faut que je teu donne 
encore une autre explication (so auch Ephodi z. St.: ans ayy woy row 5/19n), 
was aber in der Verbindung (x:x°2 ya°38 jx 5 12 sds) Tass JErDINw ondsy od N41 
durchaus nicht enthalten ist. Vielmehr zeigt es auf eine Vertiefung des ersten 
Grundes hin. Durch diese beiden Griinde zusammen, ist das Gebiet des sw 
vollkommen abgesteckt: es ist die Verbindungsformel, ja die Verbindungs- 
méglichkeit zwischen dem Wirken Gottes und dem empirischen 
Dasein. Darum ist sowohl das Manifeste der Zweckmifigkeit — im Gegen- 
satz zu allem Esoterischen — als auch das Eigenzweckliche Grundbedingung. 
Die Erérterung III 13 begriindet dies, von einer noch prinzipielleren Seite, vom 
zweiten Momente hier, der Eigenzwecklichkeit, ausgehend. 

289 Moreh IIL 13: winnn wb> xb 310 mm...ws (H>na5s pn) don dyn 
TE Sy MK NIM /DSS Tow hr (pony xi) nazd mz wanne d2. (Zur Lesung vgl. Munk, 
WIS. 94 n. 3). Dann weiter: ons jvow ne p> Jwone iio sb. 

290 Moreh Il 25 zweimal. Einmal, Anf.: sb2 ymbyo ...oms nyt ond goes 
TNE 31 MIM -..998 8a maw on (xnd> mdsypxe), wobei der Ton auf sb> zu legen 
ist. Dann g.E.: pssymy onixese mbypn abe bow unex apna paw werd isa 
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Es ist dies die Weltordnung in ihren Zusammenhingen, die 
Ordnung der Welt in ihrer Gesamtheit.29! Nun haben wir 
bereits oben gesehen,?°? da, obwohl Maimonides die Selbst- 
zwecklichkeit der Dinge lehrt, er es dennoch so versteht, daf 
das notwendige Antecedens einer Sache, wenn es auch als 
solches keinen Eigenzweck hat, sich doch mit dem Zweck der 
iibergeordneten Sache vereinigt und dieser Sache Zweck auch 
der des Antecedens wird. Fiir diesen, im iibetragenen Sinne 
gebrauchten, aus dem teleologischen Zusammenhange sich er- 
gebenden Zweck einer Sache gilt nun auch die Formel von 
“x9 510 — was auch damit begriindet wird, daf$ nicht immer 
der Zweck gleich bekannt ist.29* Wenn daher am zweiten 
Sch6pfungstage sw °> nicht gebraucht wird, da das darin Er- 
schaffene nicht Selbstzweck hat, dafiir aber am dritten Tage 
zweimal 216 ‘> steht, da sich erst jetzt der Zweck der Schép- 


pros mds ysi nwo man atoy nyt nr by)... pm anmen ony qwes (snot sith) 
sis Den ven npderois: tee 276 mam my ows 55 ns ods sen. Noch deutlicher 
TM 10; wdéhrend sich das sw auf den smyn nicht beziehen kann, heift es dann 
g. E. sne pby sinw ne ob Sewn sent nt mssxesw sy 38D 578 mn... onds Sv oNT 
pmnn ntennd sw 3” mr 55 job5 mysh mind semen. (Vom mudd sasbx onybs fiwpe po 
sswhs hat Tibbon das ssyds untibersetzt gelassen und es miifte heifSen: mmsne 
ssynn sy). Dann wird noch herangezogen: nip 314 789 3) FAM VND ‘3 wap md. 
Das ss» ist es, das beides, Dasein und Privation, vom Ganzen aus gesehen, 
einschlieft. 

291 Moreh 1 54; hier wird die Verbindung von myx» und aby im xe sw 
durchgefiirt. 2nbx xc ody sess 515 mexpo omy ragind men xin sw 55 es pas 
wpe) paps? 5555 sn pe ond ann yi ...tT8D sr Tm Twy awe OS ns 
sebiy MiNeSD Pst knw seID NT yeNI sb 53 mess ros yaya nt os (bypnbsn mbsbss 

ep mney m230 (x55 sebsy 1751) 152. (Munks Ubersetzung II S. 218, des letzten 
ae il a de tout mon univers, etc. beriicksichtigt nicht das 1m, das, wie gesagt, 
fiir unsere Stelle charakteristisch ist). Hier ist auch der Punkt, wo sich das wm 5b> 
der géttlichen Weltftihrung treffen. Diese Erkenntnis — formuliert in #3 :ysn 
~o07 nN. — ist die einzige dem Menschen gewdhrte, wenn er auch auf die Er- 
kenntnis des Wesen Gottes — y132 nx 83 ux — ausgeht. Vgl. auch I 37 tiber 
op Si pp. 

292 Siehe oben Anm. 39, 41. 

293 Moreh IIL 25, im Anschlusse an die erste oben (Anm. 290) zitierte An- 
fGhrung von sxe nw hei&t es omen sn smn nwyen — 137 bban ‘ny ingwpw mo D1 

ago bya juzen Sonn som mix ese3. Wenn auch Munks, Il S. 198, par con- 
sequent, fir das bsp, als Einleitung dieses Satzes sicherlich als Ubersetzung eine 
zu starke Unterstreichung ist, so ist es doch sachlich klar, daf dieser Satz von 
der allgemeinen Auffassung des 7x2 sw logisch durchaus abhangt. 
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fungen des zweiten Tages zeigte?®* — so umfafit eben das 
snp sy beide Schépfungstage sozusagen, d. h. die Gesamt- 
ordnung der ‘Welt. 

Es sieht dies beinahe wie die genaue Umkehrung der 
aristotelischen Auffassung 29° aus, indem hier das das Nichtsein 
Mitumfassende als +" a1 bezeichnet wird im Gegensatz zum 
Dasein, das blof = ist. Doch ist es in Wirklichkeit nicht so; 
Maimonides kann nicht die Graduierung des 
Aristoteles umkehren, weil er eine solche 
iberhaupt nicht kennt. Das sxo sw heift auch nicht 
, besser; es ist in Wirklichkeit nur eine extensive Erweiterung 
des 31». Als letztes und absolutes bleibt ja doch das a1». Nur 
dies wird in seiner Identitat mit dem Dasein vom Wesen 
Gottes notwendig abgeleitet.29* Das a1 ist es, das den Welt- 
zweck ausdriickt. Es ist daher begreiflich, daf$ es immer, so oft 
dessen Weg in die Welt beschrieben wird, im Zusammenhang 
mit der Emanation auftritt. Jenes zweckwollende yay, in 
dem Weltschépfung und Weltfiihrung sich begegnen — es hat 
zum Inhalt das sw. Dies wird von Gott ausgesagt, aber 
auch von den Spharen, aber auch von den untereinander teleo- 
logisch zusammenhangenden Dingen.?97 Sahen wir frither die 
wesentliche Verkniipftheit von Willen — _ kontinuierliche 
Emanation — Zweck, so kommt jetzt noch dazu das Gute. 


294 Siehe Ephodi z. II 30; am zweiten Tag fehlt das sw > — swonw rns 
iexy T3y moo wx dann aber »> pias 1s ws te pas nas nodosa yoan eben ons 
NTT OT AIDS syNam sry vs ndir sw. Damit soll erklart werden die 
Wendung im Text pan aban 2. 

295 Siehe oben Anm. 226. 

296 Moreh Il 10 am Schluf: (astbys axdady Syp ja) axys own ndyen b> aweaw. 
Munk, III S. 64 hat, schwacher, de Vaction directe de Dieu. Scheyer, Il 46, 
(,daf alle Werke Gottes an sich gut seien”) verbindet das syys mit den Werken 
(ahnlich scheint auch Ephodi verstanden zu haben) — doch ist diese Fassung, wo 
dann sw das Pradikat bildet, das Gegenteil von der im Original. 

297 Moreh I 4: son (xp) yorw aseo sm ... 52535 own yew sos opt N31. 
Tl rr: ..-oms missy ...ono pp we dose por... my susie (em) nypiw mana 
ny31e1 mma mdiban po 1ypwr Und spater wieder in Verbindung mit dem 
Dasein: ops odsw xovond ... yom (jnbs) pownw (nibs op) nine sos payer p32 
(so is) ams aSgon o”2 Ben pown tes 52) ...xxond 3/3 pdswr jo yaw». Ferner II 
12 g.E. nix-son cds anna yew, dann myxan yew (nindx po). SchlieSlich I 13: 
137 Dy ast (sors v3bs Fswox Hysy yo) Tren sren yew psu 7b conway ows. 
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Wiederum zeigt sich in der Stellung des Guten eine ent- 
scheidende Hinwendung zur Lehre Platons. Doch ist dies 
nicht der einzige wesentliche Punkt in der maimunischen 
Teleologie, der, ausgehend von Aristoteles, zu Platon zuriick- 
fiihrt. Es kann nicht eine Teilansicht sein, wenn es nicht die 
ganze Lehre ware. Die Verbindung der Zweckidee mit der 
Schépfung und dem Schépfer, die sittliche Grundlegung der 
einheitlichen Teleologie fiir die einheitliche Welt, kurz, der 
Zweck als sittliches Weltprinzip — das ist ja alles echt plato- 
nisch, und wir kénnen uns die Durchfiihrung von Nachweisen 
im einzelnen ersparen. Ebenso erlaflich fiir unsere Aufgabe 
hier erscheint die Erérterung, inwiefern diese Riickkehr zu 
Platon von Maimonides be wuft geschehen ist. Auf jeden 
Fall war es das Judentum, das ihn auf diesen Weg gefiihrt hat. 

Wir kommen nun noch zum letzten Punkt. Der Zentral- 
begriff der aristotelischen Teleologie war die Natur. Das 
ist der Terminus, der durch das ganze System geht — der 
allerdings auch seine innere Bedeutungsentwicklung durch- 
gemacht hat. Platon, noch in seiner letzten Periode, wehrt sich 
entschieden dagegen ptotc, als Mechanismus verstanden, etwa 
mit Seele oder Gott oder auch Kunst gleichzusetzen.?9* Und 
wenn er den Begriff dann doch zulaft, so gibt er ihm seine 
eigene, richtige Bedeutung, wo sie fast mit uxt zusammen- 
fallt. Er mufte diese terminologische Operation durchfiihren, um 
das Gute gegen die materialistisch-sophistische Entgegenstellung 
von vopocg — vot erfolgreich zu verteidigen.?®® Aristoteles 


298 Schon Soph. 265 c wird der Gegensatz pivots — Qeds in seiner ganzen 
Scharfe herausgearbeitet: tiv piaw adta (sc. Cha mdvta Ovnta xat puta) yevvay 
amd twos altiag adtomatys zat d&vev Stravotas quovans H peta Adyou th xat 
emotyuns Oetas and Oeod ytyvouevnc. Vel. Tim. 48 a, wo fiir die vernunftlose 
Natur avayxn gebraucht wird. Die Hauptpolemik aber gegen die materialistische 
Naturauffassung ist Nom. 889 ff., da wird zusammengefaft (c): od dt& vodv, 
pasty, o008 Stk triva Dedv odds Sta tkyvnv GAA, O Aéyouev, QUaer xal Thyn. 
Welche Polemik, nach Pohlenz (Hermes 1918, S. 416.) wohl hauptsachlich 
gegen Demokrit gerichtet war. 

299 So gleich Nom. 892b: zai pbars, fy od% dpbd > Exovopdtovaty auto 
totto, Datepa xa doydueva dv éx téyvns ely zat vod. Worauf er dann eben die 
notwendige Verbundenheit der Yvyi mit der giats nachweist. Uber die ersten 
Regungen der positiven Beziehung zur gio, verbunden mit Gott als dyads, 
vgl. meine Schrift, Struktur und Charakter des plat. Phaidros, bes. S. 52 ff. 
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nun, der sich im Anfang dieser spatplatonischen Ansicht an- 
geschlossen haben mag, gebrauchte urspriinglich auch pdotc 
im Sinne des Bewegungsursprunges°°° und konnte so noch 
methaphorisch Pradikate wie xoteiv usw. anwenden; 
konnte es auch mit Gott parallelisieren — dem allerdings auch 
nicht besondere systematische Bedeutung beizulegen ist.*°? 
Spater aber wandelte sich die Stellung der p0otc, nahm ver- 
schiedene Bedeutungen an, auch die der Materie,®°2 um end- 
lich den pravalierenden Sinn von Form-Zweck zu behalten. 
In diesem Sinne, von pvotg als Zweck, ist die Teleologie ge- 
halten, und der Belegstellen gibt es unzahlige.°°? Worauf es 
uns hier ankommt, ist die Feststellung, daf$ sich die Wandlung 
des ptot-Begriffes in der Richtung der funktionellen Auf- 
fassung bewegt hat. Die ptotc ist erweiterte, verallgemeinerte, 
zum Kriterium erhobene xpa&tc. (Dies zeigt sich besonders da, 
wo, wie etwa bei den Spharen, eine besondere tp&Stc schwerer 
feststellbar ist.°°*) In diesem Sinne wurde schlieSlich auch der 


300 Vel. dariiber Theiler, Joc. cit., S. 85 ff. 

301 Wenn er auch de coelo 271 a 33 (de anima I 4 Schl.) 6 Beg xat H pdots 
in einem Atem nennt, so ist die Beziehung der beiden zueinander nicht fest- 
stehend. Das xdxAw cua wird wegen seiner ewig gleichbleibenden Bewegung 
Gstov genannt, de coelo 279 a 32f. Dann heift de part. anim. 656 a7 vom 
Menschengeschlecht povoy petéys: tod Oelov, wegen seiner Vernunft. (So auch 
686a 27 und Eth. Nic. 11774 13 f.) Dem entspricht auch der zwischen Tier und 
Mensch gemachte Unterschied de div. in somn. 463b 14: yap pdars Sapovia 
GAM od ete, Und in diesem Sinne ware auch de gen. anim. 762 a 18 zu verstehen, 
da alles irgendwie beseelt sei. Dagegen steht der vielzitierte Ausspruch 
Eth, Nic. 1153 b 32: movta yep bce yer tt Ostov, Wozu auch Pol. 1326 a32f. 
anzufihren ware und iiber das Streben aller Lebewesen am gottlichen teil- 
zunehmen de anim. 415 42 26f., de gen. anim. 731 b 31f. 

302 So Phys. 193.2 29 als h mpcdty Exot broxesévy Sry; Met. ro14 b 32, 
FOLS ai7- 

303 Phys. 19428: 7 pais téhos zal od Evexa, Ferner haben alle Stellen, 
die Zeller, loc. cit. S. 424 Anm. 3 fiir die Teleologie anfithrt, dots zum Subjekt. 
Bezeichnend auch de coelo 291 a 24: donee to wéddov Uoecbar npovoodans tas 
gbasws, (Vgl. die xpdvora tod Oeod bei Platon Tim. 30c, 44c.) Als téAos 
(= odcia) ist auch das 0605 elg pdctv zu verstehen, Phys. 193 b 13; auch 
193430. Ferner de part. anim. 687 a 10 pbots verglichen mit &vownos wodvyroc, 
de gen. anim. 744b 16 verglichen mit olxoveyos ayabds. Siehe ferner die Beleg- 
stellen bei Eucken, Methode, S. 88 Anm. 1. 

304 Bei den Sternbewegungen ldst der Begriff der cts die Urspriingliche 
der pais ab. In de coelo 284a34 wird vom grausamen Schicksal der Sterne 
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Begriff der Seele, da sie ja Zweck des Korpers ist, zur 
Physis°°® — also der entgegengesetzte Weg als friiher bei 
Platon gezeigt. Die ptoic aber als Zweck hat dennoch auch ihre 
urspriingliche etymologische Bedeutung als Werden nicht 
verloren.2°* Nimmt man nun einerseits ptvotc als Zweck- 
Wesen und wiederum als Werden, gleich der yéveotc, so wird 
der Satz, daf$ das Werden vom Wesen bestimmt ist,?°7 jener 
Grundsatz der aristotelischen Teleologie, zu einem wenig be- 
sagenden Zirkel. Es ist dies nicht blo& eine eristische Kon- 
struktion: die Grundauffassung eines Zweckes als Endpunkt 
einer Bewegung, als antizipiertes empirisches Resultat, kann zu 
nichts anderem fiihren als zum Mithineinziehen des Endpunktes 
in die Dynamik des zu ihm fithrenden Weges, so daf sich der 
Zweck, gerade infolge seiner Immanenz, auflést. 

Dies zeigt sich besonders im Ethischen. Das Kriterium ist 
wieder die Natur, die aber nur empirisch aus dem Gegebenen 
ermittelt werden kann; 2°8 die Norm, auch die sittliche, kann 
nur aus den erfahrungsgemaf§ bekannten Verhaltungsweisen 
als ideal zu betrachtender maf gebender Vorbilder abzuleiten 
sein.2°® Da aber dieser normgebende ideale Normalmensch 


gesprochen, da sie sich nicht nach ihrem Willen, sondern mit dem Ather, infolge 
ihrer dots bewegen. Daf ihnen nach 292 a 20. xp&%¢ zugeschrieben wird, ist 
ein Rest alter platonisierender Anschauung (vel. Jager, loc. cit., S. 373, 1), indem 
mosis xa Cur die Beseeltheit der Himmelskérper bedeuten. 

305 de gen. anim. 741 a1 ist die vorher besprochene Opertix} fuyy, die auch 
h yevvs% ist, zugleich die o5at¢ des Lebewesens. Uber die Hoherstellung des 
Menschen, infolge seiner geistigen Differenziertheit und die Rolle der picts darin, 
siehe de part. anim. 655 b 37ff.; hist. anim. 608 b 6f., wo es vom Menschen- 
geschlecht infolge seiner seelischen relativen Vollkommenheit heift: todto yep 
dyet ty pbaw amotetehecuévyy. Wel. auch Zeller, Joc. cit., S. 425 Anm. 4, S. 479f. 
S. 488 Anm. 2. 

306 Zu Beginn von Met. A 4 wird an der Spitze der drei Bedeutungen von 
ovats angeftihrt 1014 b 16: plats Aéyetar Eva piv tpdmov 4 tav quoudvev yévects, 
Auch in den anderen zwei klingt wohl noch diese Grundbedeutung mit. 

307 Siehe oben Anm. 200. 

308 Eth, Nic. 1135 a3 ist die Rede vom ¢quotoy dixaov; ferner 1099 b 20: 
ei 8 gotly ovtw Bédtiov... eUVAoyov Bystv odtws, simep tT nat pdatv, ws oldv te 
xdddata tyew, obtw mépuxev. de inc. anim. 7o4b17: st BéAtiov wd, obtws zat 
zyet xate gba. Phys. 260 b 22. 

309 Eth. Nic. TESA sisted OONA EE: ZOUxe os Etpov E%G0TO) a dpety “GL O 
amovdatos eval; I17O a 21: tO TH pact ayabov xat to) emterxet, (Vel. dagegen 


- 
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wiederum, um ein solcher zu werden, nur so definiert werden 
kann, daf$ er das ,,schlechthin Gute annimmt,*!° so tritt hier 
der Zirkel Wieder auf. Das menschliche Sollen wird auf ein 
erfahrungsmafig gegebenes Sein zuriickgefiihrt, dieses aber, um 
Norm zu werden, muf wiederum sich auf irgendein nicht zu 
definierendes Sollen zuriickfiihren lassen. In dieser Kreisbewe- 
gung ist das tp @tov xKtvobv unauffindbar. Ein planendes 
Woollen wird der Natur — und hier wieder unter Beniitzung 
des Technikvergleiches — abgesprochen.*11 Ebenso muf es, 
beriicksichtigt man die Stellung desWillens zum Intellekt in 
der aristotelischen Psychologie, Gott durchaus abgesprochen 
werden.*!2_ Es gibt also keinen festen, ersten Punkt, von 
dem aus das sittliche Postulat in die Welt gesetzt werden 
k6nnte. 

Bei Maimonides hingegen finden wir den Naturbegriff 
nur an einer Stelle ohne Reservation im Sinne Aristoteles’ ver- 
wendet #183 — dies aber in der frtihesten aristotelischen 


Platon Nom. 716 C: © Q20¢ nptv mavtwv ypnpdtwv wétpov av ely pddrota.) Phys, 
246 a 13: Stay Ady thy ~autod dperiv, tote Agyetat téAstov Exactov: tdte yap 
padtaté éott to xatz odatv Top. 142 a9; 145 225. Pol. 1254 4 36. 

310 Pol, 1332 a 22: toodrds dori 6 anovdatoc, GD ik thy dpetiy te dyad eott 
tk ands dyabdé. Vel. Eth. Nic. 1157 a 29f. 

311 Es handelt sich zunachst um die bewufte Tendenz. Phys. 199 b 26: 
&tonov to pr) otccbar Evexd tov yivecbat, gav px) Wwar to xtvolv PBovAcvoducvoy, 
xaitor xat 7 téyvn od Bovdedetat. (Bei Platon, Nom. 897 a wird der Weltseele 
BovAsdecbat zugesprochen, vgl. auch Epin. 982b.) Allerdings gibt es auch bei 
Aristoteles Pol. 1254 b 27 sogar ein BovdAcobat fiir die vbat¢ — doch kann diesem 
vereinzelten Gebrauch keine prinzipielle Bedeutung beigemessen werden. 

312 Siehe den ausftihrlichen Nachweis bei Zeller, Joc. cit., S. 370. Vel. ferner 
Siebeck, Lehre des Aristoteles vom Leben etc., S.16f., Boehm, loc. cit., S. ror f. 
Uber die Unvereinbarkeit von Intellekt und Willen in der aristotelischen Ethik 
(und Psychologie) siehe Eucken, Uber die Methode etc. der aristotelischen Ethik, 
Sr22ts 

313 Hauptsachlich Moreh II 4, wo ysv von wes strenge unterschieden wird; 
und vom wp: xd ysw als Bewegungsprinzip riihrt her die Bewegung j2N7 nyins 
nbysb wee mpwns ws nud awn. Dies entsprechend der aristotelischen Lehre fiir die 
Elemente in de coelo (vgl. Munk II S. 52 n. 2), wird dann auch fiir das Lebe- 
wesen, schon im iibertragenen Sinne, verwendet, wenn sich dies bewegt $x ynzb 
mx3 tna xinw ose mosh: mein. Dieser Auffassung entspricht auch III 19, wo wohl 
von einer ysun jo 1312 die Rede ist, dabei als unbestrittene Lehrmeinung angefiihrt 
wird sinm dsw dps youn yx) und dann zusammenfassend: wx poy mt Os pis°w yop 
13% myea> pox, Vel. oben Anm. 158. 
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Fassung,**4 wo voc noch ausschlieSlich den Zug der Elemente 
nach oben und unten bedeutete. Sonst aber wird der Terminus 
nie ohne einschrankende Bemerkung gebraucht. In der Dar- 
stellung der verniinftigen Planmafigkeit des Kosmos als 
Organismus wird nur gesagt, daf§ diese von manchen auch 
Natur genannt wird.*15 DafS aber Maimonides selbst keinesfalls 
die Natur mit den fiir ihn wesentlichen Willen und Weisheit 
identifiziert, geht klar hervor aus der Stelle, wo er das Zuriick- 
fihren der Weltordnung auf Willen oder Weisheit oder 
Natur als voneinander verschiedene Parallelen anfihrt.31¢ Daf 
wiederum seine Auffassung nicht die dritte war, hat er wieder- 
holt in allen Zusammenhangen dargelegt. Ohne auf die Un- 
veranderlichkeit der Naturordnung verzichten zu kénnen — 
dies auch, wie oben gezeigt,?17 aus teleologischen Griinden —, 
hat er aber der aristotelischen Hypostasierung der Natur die 
Spitze genommen, indem er diese mit dem gottlichen Willen 
unlésbar verbindet, und die Vereinbarkeit von Willen und 
Natur durch die Formel zu erreichen gesucht, Gott wolle nur 
das Mégliche.*48 Er geht mit Aristoteles nur auf halbem 


314 Im Dialog eet gtAocowtac in der Sammlung von Val. Rose (Fr. 24). 
Uber Stellung der Schrift s. Jager, Joc. cit, S. 125 ff, zum o%o-Begriff darin 
vgl. Theiler, loc. cit., S. 86. 

315 Moreh 1 72 wird zunachst bei den vier Elementen das -ysw als im 
eigentlichen Sinne verwendet — nexyn iyynam sb mawa xd) ons pen px on orp pm 
— und ausschlaggebend fiir sie ist der »ysw mps, welcher Ausdruck (otxetog téxoc) 
in drei Zeilen fiinfmal gebraucht wird. Also wiederum ys» im Gegensatz zu 
nxwn. Spater wird nur beim onn ma xen m2n in Parenthes¢ hinzugefiigt sys asm 
yaw imp’ (worunter unmittelbar Galenus gemeint sein mag, vgl. Munk I S. 363 
n. 53 die Ansicht aber ist gut aristotelisch) — womit sich Maimonides offenbar 
nicht identifiziert. Dieses snp hier erinnert an das bereits besprochene (s. Anm. 
277) 7x? von II 10, wo ja auch mann von yaw ausgesagt wird. Zum Sprach- 
gebrauch vgl. auch oben Anm. 83 tiber ons cwxns. Vel. Halevi, Kusari V, 11: 
yaw cous menpos ...nxdpan nosnd; dann weiter: opwibpn sat Sy yswr ina ws sin. 

316 Moreh TI] 17 g. E. 722 > ow ineom ma p37 ET YD. MONT NNT Mayo 99 
mops myst nwdw 2b »yswn (Ephodi z. St.: yswn oa > — woe °Bd, da ja auch 
Aristoteles’ Providenztheorie, in ‘37 nysn, sich nach mxyxsn yaw richtet). 

317 Siehe oben Anm. 232. 

318 Moreh Ill 25: Die Notwendigkeit, die im Willen Gottes verankert ist, 
hat ihr Korrektiv im Méglichen, das aber wiederum von der Weisheit herkommt: 
mwyne poe yaw (ber das aw vgl. Anm. 270) ow pri minns wy? pwr oxy wE DDIAw 
szopynb anes maraw me sds wor 55 sb) awe de nxy xd ‘pn aon eds anes. Auf 
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Wege mit, indem er die auf dem Wege der Induktion 
erreichbare Naturordnung nun noch allein vom goéttlichen 
Willen deduzierbar sein laft.249 Deswegen muf er auch, 
wenn er von der Unverdnderlichkeit der Natur spricht, noch 


diese Eigentiimlichkeit in der Beziehung zwischen Willen und Weisheit ins- 
besondere zum Wesen des Méglichen, das auch an anderer Stelle dieses 
Kapitels beriihrt wird, kann hier des naheren nicht eingegangen werden. 

319 Moreh Il 29: ons3 obiyd mayen mw pons) iny te oxm3 qwomsd my3 unNw 
nopn insa aws ysen m dp. Diese ,halbe” Ubereinstimmung bezieht sich 
nicht allein, wie Ephodi z. St. meint, darauf, dafS wir shiny soxw mes wemsd a3 
s’nys ony3, ihm aber entgegensetzen das abnnm nnp der Schopfung, d.h. da wir 
von ihm die Ewigkeit der zukiinftigen Dauer (das II 27 als nur zulassig 
bezeichnet wird: intent nsexna wAneND o27 why top? x5) annehmen, aber nicht die 
Ewigkeit der vergangenen Existenz. Denn, wenn wir auch glauben, 4y’ xbw 
yao > sane sd issn ws om, so ist dies wiederum doch nicht absolut im aristote- 
lischen Sinne, nach der vorher gemachten Reservation; 152 1ni3wd ‘pm nis ww 
pysuy maw ysy myx vapsb ws raetyi> aw. Demnach ist also auch die Zukunft 
nicht in dem absoluten Mafi gewahrleistet, als bei Aristoteles. Dazu miifste ja 
auch das nbnm npp rein zeitlich verstanden werden, was nicht die Lehrmeinung 
Maimonides’ war (vgl. oben Anm. 180). Das ,Kompromif$” besteht vielmehr 
wesentlich in der Kombination vom aristotelischen ysy mit unserem psx. Wie es 
auch weiter ersichtlich ist, wo er die aristotelische Meinung der Ewigkeit der 
Welt als Gegensatz anftihrt, diese aber wiederum auf das Moment der 
Notwendigkeit zuriickfiihrt vate 13 wy symm sina pt by xox ono xd ow 
own dy mo. Also in der Ablehnung des syn liegt der Schwerpunkt und in der 
Begriindung der permamenten Naturordnung im py; denn dies ist das wesent- 
liche in der Lehre von der Kreation. Vgl. II 20. In diesem Sinne wird der 
Gedanke des win von dem des ys, soweit er sich auf syn griinden will, bedroht. 
Dies deutlicher II 23, wo auch der Zweifel an der Kreation als s92 321) ata no’ nYno 
own by bezeichnet wird, und dann weiter: -1) npws x’> ode win nyt myn sh 
ysns xxo3 onds. Klarer wird unsere Stelle durch Heranziehung von III 15 Anf.: 
psy n5.573 awa asin ed moana Sb5 imanwn swascs Tey op orp yaw yonsd 
bo> jvm wax aims om dy pbin. Hier ist unter dem ys: das logisch-mathema- 
tische gemeint, das eben absolut ist und dem gegeniiber keinerlei nbi>» Gottesange- 
nommen werden kann. Das Physische hingegen, wovon II 29 die Rede ist, 
hat wohl auch die Unveranderlichkeit zum Merkmal (wie bei Aristoteles) dies 
aber nicht absolut, denn hier ist der géttlichen mbi>, wie oben gesehen, noch 
immer die Méglichkeit des Eingreifens prinzipiell vorbehalten. Im Unterschiede 
also zwischen dem mathematisch und dem physikalisch Méglichen und Not- 
wendigen, in deren verschiedenen Beziehung zur nox — darin liegt der wesent- 
liche Gegensatz zu Aristoteles: die Abhingigkeit des Physischen vom psn, was, in 
seiner letzten Konsequenz, den win ausmacht. Das ist auch der Sinn von II 19 
Einl.,; wo wohl poor aww wes gelehrt wird, aber eingeschrinkt durch mysuon ysu. 
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hinzufiigen, da sich auch kein Willensakt erneuern wiirde.®?° 
Denn die Natur ist nicht blof& durch den Willen entstanden, 
sondern beharrt noch immer in Abhingigkeit von ihm. Und 
darum ist, wo reiner Wille tatig war, wie bei der Schdpfung, 
eine Beweisfiihrung von der Natur aus unmdglich.321, Was also 
in der Natur als zweckmafig zu finden ist, kann nicht in ihr 
und aus ihrem Werden erklart werden, sondern aus ihrem 
Ursprung, dem Willen. 

Diese unbedingte Unterordnung der Natur unter den 
Willen war es, die Maimonides ermdglicht hat, das Sein und 
die Sittlichkeit in ihrem Ursprung zu identifizieren. Er ver- 
zichtete auf die schdne Lehre der Praexistenz der Torah, lehrte 
ihre Kreation ebenso wie die der Welt,322 nicht weil er am 
Primat des sittlichen Gebotes zweifelte, sondern gerade um 
den sittlichen Charakter der gesamten Kreation zu sichern. 
Darum hangt fiir ihn die ewige Dauer der Torah, verbunden 
mit der des jiidischen Volkes, letzten Endes mit der Schopfungs- 
lehre zusammen.*?* Es ist dies der Zusammenhang, der im 
Willen hergestellt ist, und der daher beides, die Schépfun- 
gen der Natur und die Gebote, in gleichem Sinne ,,Werke 
Gottes“ nennt, da sie aus einem ersten Willensakt (derselbe, 
der auch die menschliche Freiheit festlegte®?4) hervor- 
gingen.325 Dieser ,,erste Wille korrespondiert mit dem ,,letz- 


320 Moreh IL 29: WINN? 18 MWR BwWyD INN ysw mINww IND PIs NWP nn 
y2 manw ans [sox] 71>. Die Auffassung Munks, IS. 225 n. 3, dais das nipnox sich 
auf beides, sowohl ysw als auch px bezieht (wie auch Tibbon: inanw), andert 
nichts an der inneren Abhingigkeit des ys» vom ps, auch wenn letzterer als 
nunmehr fix angesehen wird. Einer Anderung im px. kénnte die Unabanderlich- 
keit der Natur nicht standhalten. 

321 So Moreh IL 23 (vgl. oben Anm. 319) und insbesondere II 17 (s. oben 
Anm. 173, 233). 

322 Moreh I 65: 19> wwIM wwrs OWN AYy 37 Mw IEW Ww NIT TONET md 
iwom1osisy ne 55 xisw. Da aber Maimonides trotz der Betonung des 
kreatorischen Moments von der herkémmlichen Anschauung iiber das x13 1p 
abweicht, vgl. meine Abhandlung Proph. S. 130 Anm. 210. 

323 Moreh Il 29: muna mnxa by myn 23 1m, dies in Fortsetzung der Auslegung 
yon Jes. LXV, 17—18, wo x13 wiederholt und ibid. LXVI, 22, wo vwy, die 
Dauer, betont wird. 

324 Vel. oben Anm. 270. 

325 Moreh 1 66, der Grund, dafs die Gesetzestafeln onbs nwya genannt 
werden, ist, '1 nyo Ip? arysem ast b> 13 apmoxoo so noyse omsxow. Dann 
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ten Zweck“, begriindet ihn. Darum ist der letzte Zweck, der 
fiir die Welt der Gott der Kreation ist, auch derselbe fiir die 
Sittlichkeit — als das Wissen um den letzten Zweck der Welt, 
wozu das Wissen von der Naturordnung die notwendige Vor- 
bereitung ist und die Liebe bedeutet.*?* Diese Verankerung 
beider letzter Zwecke im Willen besagt nichts anderes, als daf 
das Dasein des sittlichen Gebotes nicht weniger Realitat be- 
sitzt als das Dasein ,,der Sterne in der Sphare“,327 da aber 
anderseits auch das Dasein der Welt nicht weniger im sittlichen 
Prinzip wurzelt als das des Gebotes. 

Der sittliche letzte Zweck aber in der Form des Gebotes 
wendet sich an den Menschen. Auch er ist Teil der Natur, 
soweit er ein Genus darstellt, und das menschliche Individuum 
ist ein Teil seines Genus. Wir haben aber bereits gesehen, 
daf die sittliche Tat der Erkenntnis das menschliche Individuum 
aus seinem Genus herausheben und ihn der Sphire gleichstellen 
kann. Dies erhebt ihn nun auch tiber die Natur. Denn 
wahrend die Natur, in der Form von Wundern,*?® pradesti- 
nierte Veranderungen ihrer Gesetzmafigkeit in einzelnen Teilen 


wird mnbs paxxs gleichgesetzt onbds 12372, was aber bedeutet wea sibs ands pons 
wpm (dies im Sinne von I 65, wo jedes mvex als Willen gedeutet wird: sbxw 
pyspxe xd ovo on DDN Od> minexon). Fiir beide, sowohl ftir die Naturschépfungen 
als auch die Tafeln gilt dieselbe Entstehungsart: +555 x5 piwxs piu7s. Ephodi 
nimmt die Stelle allzu wortlich (jmxz1 sms oysy mayxD Nye pHyw) fotos mmbaw 
‘s) nym mux 52 mxxo3 vn mmx), welche Auffassung Schem Tob noch weiterfihrt 
und ausschmiickt; (auch Narboni schien diese Vorstellung zu haben, worauf er 
die etymologische Verwandtschaft von m3 und »0 zuriickfiihrt; merkwiirdiger- 
weise aber schlieft sich dem auch Salomon Maimon im Gibeat Hammoreh z. St. 
an und sieht sich zu einem langeren Exkurs tiber die Geschichte der Schrift, ins- 
besondere tiber die Hieroglyphen veranlaf&t, um dies Phanomen zu ,,erklaren”). 
Crescas z. St. weist all dies zuriick als ims spe xb bswm jrosn nes nby: bw ao 
nbsp xdr. 

326 Moreh III 28; unter Berufung auf Jesode-Hatorah Il, 2 heift es: mxw 
kinw mp ops1d> nisesen mwans xbox ponn xd nansn, welches Erfassen: — on wwe 
pbs nvsyyn mpsna — nur dazu dient pana mbonn on swe onn mytn inoxm ons WE, 
worunter imenp) 131291 indon...own meee, jene mans nvdsn, zu verstehen sind. 

327 Moreh I 66: b2bas mssion msyvyoy xdpio any mmbs anon myvye jomn. Dann, 
unter Berufung auf den Mischnah-Kommentar, Aboth V, 6: swyo s8w> mmbn snsew 
%> mons. Vel. Munk I S. 296, n. 1. Ephodi, in seiner wortlichen Auffassung 
befangen, fiigt hier, offenbar ablehnend, hinzu: inys ond wm. 

328 Moreh II 25, 29; III 31. 
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in sich tragen kann, ist das menschliche Individuum von einer 
solchen Veranderung ausgeschlossen. Denn wiirde der géttliche 
Wille diese individuelle, geistige ,,Natur“ dndern, so 
ware die Basis fiir das sittliche Gebot erschiittert.329 Das ist 
vom selben amp pxn festgelegt, der die sittliche Wahlfreiheit 
gewollt hat. Das Neue, das sich dem Menschen ereignen kann, 
mufs, wenn es nicht schon von der ersten Kreation herriihren 
soll, wiederum auf eine gleichartige Weise, durch Kreation, un- 
mittelbar vom géttlichen Willen ausgehend, geschehen.??° 
Anderseits aber — wenn auch das menschliche Indi- 
viduum berufen ist, den sittlichen letzten Zweck zu erfiillen — 
darf dies nicht so verstanden werden, daf$§ das Gebot an den 
empirisch individuellen Menschen gerichtet ist. Dies wiirde 
die Relativitat des Gebotes und seine Veranderlichkeit nach 
Zeit und Raum mit sich bringen — was bei der ersten End- 
absicht der Torah nicht sein darf.3?1 Hier wiederum ist die 
Parallele mit der Natur am Platze, deren Teleologie auch nur 
aufs Gesamte gerichtet ist, ohne Riicksicht auf den Nachteil 
mancher Einzelteile; so ist auch der Mensch von Haus aus an 
die Folgen seiner natiirlichen Genushaftigkeit, d. h. seiner indi- 
viduellen Unvollkommenheit gebunden.*?2, Das Gebot richtet 


329 Moreh III 32. 

330 Vgl. meine Abhandlung iiber Proph. S. 127 u. Anm. 197. 

331 Moreh TI, 34: mbnnon oem po won coop pb mains MINT ww WEN ON 
was spater begriindet wird: qrst nos bss top bes am beware pb si by 2D 
nby porn ONT fo TITWRT TITS BST TET DoyT wp Mes PRM EDD Desi wd 
pe55o5) ono pepsin ovpwom opin vn dsx apes. Zu Beginn des Kapitels wird 
das empirisch Individuelle als ein wn 25, ein Exzeptionelles bezeichnet. 
Statt owaxn ware fiir pxowxds natiirlich 5» wn richtiger. 

332 Jbid.: ons meson nid5.on ons mbynn owe aoe ys er myn pad poy 
peep p13 one anny odds vw. Munk IIIS. 265 n. 1, findet die Stelle dunkel, 
inhaltlich sowohl als auch grammatisch; diese ,,obscurité” scheint aber in einem 
unrichtigen Erfassen der Stelle von vorneherein begriindet zu sein. Die Stelle 
Jautet: Hoxyds yessods stn nds frysweds nexdas sanyn jis p51 (msds vex om fips pxd) 
xoaex op sp Aninwde usw. Dies ist vollkommen klar ausgedriickt, wenn man, wie 
Tibbon, das mp auf sysudx aexds bezieht und dann das xnzns  (od593 w>) 
pradikativ zu foxybe yoxseds (mbdion mbsnnn) auffaft, bezogen auf soxds 
sspssvds. Munk aber findet aus einem unerklarlichen Grunde das s-p 
»¢videmment” auf das im vorigen Satze stehende fpy-wbx bezogen (obwohl es 
sich, ebenso wie xn2e%, auf den gebrochenen Plural f»ysubx nexds beziehen kann), 
will also das Tibbonsche ons auf ein m5 (sc. mms) umandern — woraus sich dann 
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sich daher an die Menschheit. Das menschliche Indi- 
viduum ist es, das das der Menschheit aufgegebene Gebot ver- 


ergibt, da das snwy %» appositiv steht zu fysubx vexbs, was aber der 
gegebenen Wortstellung widerspricht, weshalb er als die ,natiirliche” Wort- 
stellung die annimmt: (i.e. ymwbx ») sp minds Fosyds yosxsnds yon snes vp ends, 
um die Apposition vom Subjekt doch nicht so weit entfernt zu haben. Bei 
Auflésung der Konstruktion wird es nun zu einem Relativsatz, in dem oxtx 
myswdx das Subjekt wird und Hoxydy yexzods das Objekt, mit dem logischen 
Schwerpunkt im mp mnnodx. Und so ergibt sich fiir Munk die Ubersetzung: 
mais il faut considérer les choses de la nature qui embrassent ces avantages 
généraux existant dans la loi. Diese syntaktisch gewaltsame Umstellung ware nur 
dann gerechtfertigt, wenn sie zumindest das Inhaltliche mehr klaren wiirde. In 
Wirklichkeit aber erzeugt eben diese unbegriindete Auffassung des x» und 
der Stellung des xm3vs vp die Unklarheit im Inhalt. Nach dem Wortlaut, wie er 
gegeben ist, handelt es sich um eine Analogie zwischen den Naturdingen und 
der Torah. Der erste Teil dieser Analogie, d.i. unsere Stelle, lautet: ,.Man muf 
betrachten die Naturdinge, deren allgemeinen, bei ihnen (sc. den Natur- 
dingen) vorfindbaren Vorteile in ihnen dauernd enthalten (immanent?) sind.” 
(Auch wenn ftir die Individuen daraus Schaden erwachsen mag.) Ebenso ist es 
bei der Torah.... Nach der Auffassung Munks hingegen ist hier kein 
Vergleich mit den Naturdingen gegeben, sondern ist gleich hier von den in 
den Naturdingen enthaltenen, in der Torah existierenden Vorteilen die 
Rede. So aufgefaft, wird nicht allein die etwaige Unklarheit in diesem Satze 
nicht behoben, sondern dieser wirkt noch verwirrend auf das weitere. Denn 
was soll dann die Fortsetzung bedeuten: mond px p> 02 mans mer opdy 
ws1 wx doa obwn sb mnt na mene — sipn xb ssok ansnysds san s0n31 — 
wenn die Generalitat der Torah schon im vorigen Satz enthalten war? Und diesen 
Satz mu auch Munk, cbid.: S. 266 n. 1, als ,zweiten Teil” einer 
»comparaison entre la loi révélée par Dieu et les lois de la nature” auffassen. 
Es ist daher sicher dem Gedankengang des ganzen Kapitels gerechter, wenn man 
die gegebene Wortstellung und ihren natiirlichen Sinn beibehalt; dann ist der 
Vergleich vollstindig. Der Grund der Vernachlassigung des empirischen Indivi- 
diums durch die Torah ist freilich in der ersten Hiilfte des Vergleiches mit- 
gegeben: ws wx b23 new mo b> 1am Nd miesrom nieysen mums. Doch ist 
hier eben die Hauptabsicht, zu zeigen, wie sehr das Naturmoment auch die 
Realisierbarkeit des Gebotes mit beeinflu&t, nicht aber, wie nach Munks Auf 
fassung der ersten Vergleichshalfte, daf die natiirlichen Vorteile im Gebote 
verankert sind. Das wiirde hier zu einem Zirkel fiihren. — Allerdings ist der 
Naturvergleich nicht bis zu Ende geftihrt; zunachst durch die spatere Ablehnung 
des Vergleichs mit der Heilkunst, die ja doch individualistisch vorgehen muf, 
dann auch durch die Erhebung dieser Unméglichkeit der individuellen Riick- 
sichtnahme zu einem jener prinzipiellen logisch-mathematischen Unméglichkeiten, 
jenes unabanderlichen ysy:, das in Ill 15 behandelt wurde, worauf mit dem 
gleichen Wortlaut ausdriicklich verwiesen wird: xd ov yaw yrmbw 13483 9391 
ahd mane, 
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wirklichen kann und soll. Das Individuum wird nicht aufer- 
halb seines natiirlichen Genus geboren, kann aber durch Er- 
fiillung des der Gesamtheit auferlegten Endzweckes dutch die 
letzte Vervollkommnung *°3 sich iiber seine Natur er- 
heben. 

Das ist die Sonderstellung des Menschen in der Kreatur, 
und in dem Sinne ist die Auslegung zu verstehen, wonach das 
Versetzen des Menschen ins Paradies die Erhéhung seines 
Grades tiber alles geschaffene Vergangliche bedeutet.3?4 

Dieser letzte Zweck der Sittlichkeit, dem Menschen auf- 
gegeben, besteht wohl in dem auf der Liebe basierenden Wissen 
des Endzweckes der Welt — aber er ist damit nicht erschdpft. 
Dies Wissen muf, wie die xoinoic Gottes, eine tatige Wand- 
lung im Menschen, zum Gottlichen hin, herbeifiihren. Dieser 
Gedanke in seinem ganzen Umfang ist in Moreh I 54 durch- 
gefuhrt. Die Einleitung preist das Wissen gegen das blof 
werktatige ,,Fasten und Beten‘;?25 das Wissen bezieht sich 
auf Gott und seine Gesamtgiite — ‘av 5d — unter der wir, 
wie bereits gesehen, die kontinuierliche Zweckmafigkeit der 
Welt zu verstehen haben (der ,,letzte Zweck“ im Kosmischen); 
daran schlieft sich an die Hervorhebung der Bedeutung der 
Handlungsattribute Gottes, die aber wiederum auf den 
letzten Zweck des Menschen fiihrt, der nun vom Wissen aus 
iiber es selbst hinausfiihrt: zur tatigen Angleichung 
an Gott.?86 Und so erst ist uns der Sinn erschlossen jenes 


333 Das ist eben der Sinn von jnsn msbwn in JIL 28 im Gegensatz zum 
monn ssp ppn der, wie Ill 27 dargelegt, zum pwxs mebw gehort, d.h. zum 
man pn (vgl. oben Anm. 93); von welch letzterer mzbw ausgesagt wird, daft 
sie 76131 yas nenp ist. Hierher gehdrt auch der Unterschied von ys» und 
sittlicher rb=» in III 19, wortiber ausfihrlich Anm. 270. 

334 Moreh II 30; vorher wird vom nysn yy erklart, da ihn Gott dem 
Menschen nicht zeigte: sn j> mxrxen ysuw. Dann wird der Vers Gen. II 15 
ausgelegt: imbynd pwSn mr ses 8d 595 msn 433 ina ni by joaeT my Dede ‘Mm mps 
32w) Mop pT misses 1>N5 rnis7se masts nidyn xdx mpys windy pipes 
(xo fox Sy) sms py Sy (Munk: et qu'il l’établit dans une certaine position). 

335 Moreh 1 54 Anf.: mew op xb yoys pn eye ws si San pow cow dy mone 
scpan mynan sin any oe d5 bax ad Sbene, Vgl. dazu I 18 iiber die -wb> yay ramp 
myts mw. 

336 Ibid. g. E.: sensw sobs onbion ops nog as moinn con nope nedon 2 


pridsoyps syandoyp. 
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in seiner Zusammensetzung sonst unerklarbaren dreifaltigen 
Satzes, der alle drei Grundmotive — Weltzweck, Menschen- 
zweck, Gotteswille — in Eins zusammenschlieft; der Satz in 
I 69: ,,Und also ist Gott der letzte Zweck von allem, und 
der Zweck von allem ist die médgliche Angleichung an seine 
Vollkommenheit, und so ist zu verstehen sein Wille, 
der sein Wesen ist.... In dem Sinne sagen wir, er ist 
der Zweck der Zwecke.“ 237 

Wir sprachen vorher von drei Fallen: von einer abgelehn- 
ten dinglichen Teleologie und von der Setzung eines Zweckes 
im Kosmischen und Sittlichen. Nun hat sich uns die Zweck- 
mafigkeit des einheitlichen organischen Kosmos und die des 
sittlichen Gebotes als in ihrem letzten Ursprung, im kreatori- 
schen Gotteswillen, identisch erwiesen. Und diese Teleologie, 
nicht natiirlich-funktionell, sondern sittlich-postulierend, muff 
daher von vornherein alle Dinglichkeit ausschliefen. 

Es bleibt nur noch ibrig die in diesem Zusammenhange 
wesentlich notwendige Klarung des Verhaltnisses der Attribute, 
insbesondere der des Willens und der Weisheit, unter- 
einander und in ihrer Beziehung zur Teleologie. Doch dieser 
Frage mufs, auch aus raumtechnischen Griinden, eine besondere 
Abhandlung gewidmet werden. : 


337 Moreh | 69 g. E.: movi j> 03 doa dsm ponent ost $5 mbon ‘ny xin 42 Bs 
VOY RT Iw y37B9 (ays mm) pray wry mdm ves omodws, 
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WAR NACHMAN KROCHMAL HEGELIANER? 


Von SIMON RAWIDOWICZ, Berlin 


I. Das PRoBLEM 


an aaah Krochmal, der Autor des Moreh Nebuke ha- 

Zeman (“Guide of the Perplexed of the Time”), ist be- 
kanntlich einer der starksten Exponenten jiidischer Wissenschaft 
und jiidischen Denkens. Er, der die Linie von Maimonides, Ibn 
Esra und Asariah de Rossi fortsetzt, bildet einerseits den Ab- 
schluf$ des jiidischen Denkens des Mittelalters und leitet ande- 
rerseits die Zeit der neuen jiidischen Wissenschaft ein. Daf 
auch wir heute dem Stande unserer Wissenschaft gema% und 
aus dem Bewufstsein unserer Zeit heraus nicht umhin kénnen, 
uns mit Krochmals Werk auseinanderzusetzen, ja, daf$ es auch 
fiir uns das sein kann, was es fiir Steinschneider, Zunz, Graetz, 
Jost, Frankel, Rosin, Rapoport, A. H. Weif, I. B. Lowensohn 
und viele andere war, unterliegt keinem Zweifel. 

Wenn wir die Grundlagen des Krochmalschen Denkens 
und Philosophierens naher untersuchen, so stofen wir zundchst 
auf drei wichtige Faktoren, die im Werden und Schaffen 
Krochmals wirksam waren. Es sind: 1. die jiidische Tradition 
und die gesamte jiidische kritische Forschung bis zu seiner Zeit; 
2. die moderne allgemeine Wissenschaft, wie sie sich seit etwa 
dem 17. Jahrhundert entwickelt hat; und 3. der deutsche 
Idealismus, d. h. die Systeme der deutschen Philosophie 
von Immanuel Kant an bis zu Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel. 
Die Quellen des Krochmalschen M. N. H. (Moreh Nebuke ha- 
Zeman) sind bisher kaum exakt und von einem immanent- 
kritischen Standpunkte aus untersucht worden. So hat man 
z. B. auch haufig — um nur beilaufig auf einiges hinzudeuten 
— die vielen Anregungen, die Krochmal u. a. aus den kriti- 
schen Partien des Talmuds und anderen 4lteren jiidischen 
Quellen gewonnen hat, ganz tibersehen. Und obgleich einige 
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Forscher ganz allgemein auf die innere Abhangigkeit Kroch- 
mals von Maimonides, Ibn Esra, Asariah de Rossi und manchen 
anderen hingewiesen haben, ist noch nie der Versuch gemacht 
worden, genauer zu priifen und festzustellen, welche Resultate 
diese und andere Beziehungen bei Krochmal gezeitigt haben. 
Von all diesen Einfliissen auf Krochmal ist nur derjenige 
Hegels stets in ganz besonderem Mafe hervorgehoben wor- 
den, ohne da das Problem, inwieweit Krochmal wirklich 
Hegelianer war, historisch-genetisch geniigend gepriift worden 
ist. Unseres Erachtens, um es vorwegzunehmen, kann diese 
Hypothese von Krochmals Hegelianismus bei genauerer geistes- 
wissenschaftlicher Betrachtung, wie aus dem Spateren ersicht- 
lich werden soll, auf keinen Fall aufrechterhalten bleiben. Sie 
ist schon deshalb abzulehnen, weil sie dazu angetan ist, das 
Charakteristische. an Krochmals Philosophie, sein ganzes 
Philosophieren in ein falsches Licht zu riicken. Abgesehen 
davon ist diese These auch sonst zum Schaden Krochmals auf- 
gestellt worden; denn der Zusammenbruch der idealistischen 
Philosophie in den dreif{iger und vierziger Jahren, der Sturz 
der Hegelschen Philosophie in Deutschland zog auch eine 
grofe Mifachtung des ,,Hegelianers“’ N. Krochmals nach 
sich, und so konnte Krochmal bisher niemals zu der richtigen, 
ihm gebihrenden Geltung kommen. 

Wir wollen zundchst einen kurzen historischen Uberblick 
iiber die Entstehung dieser Hegelianismus-These und ihre Ver- 
breitung geben. Von N. Krochmals Zeitgenossen und Jiingern 
sind in diesem Punkte die Bezeugungen von M. Letteris und 
Salomo Jehudah Rapoport,! die einen jahrelangen Umgang 
mit dem Meister gepflegt haben, von besonderem Belang. In 
seiner Krochmal-Biographie zahlt Letteris verschiedene Werke 
und Autoren auf, die Krochmal in seiner zweiten Periode, 
in der fiir die Gestaltung seiner geistigen Persdnlichkeit ent- 
scheidenden Epoche, beschaftigt haben.2 Unter ihnen finden 


1 Graetz bezeichnet Rapoport als den ,,empfanglichsten und begabtesten“ 
Jiinger Krochmals. Vgl. Geschichte der Juden, Leipzig 1900, S. 441. 

2 Auf das Leben und Werk Nachman Krochmals im allgemeinen kann 
ich hier nicht eingehen. Es sei mir daher gestattet, auf die Ausftihrungen, die in 
meiner hebriisch abgefaften, 226 Seiten umfassenden Einleitung zu der von mir 
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wir verschiedene jiidische und nichtjiidische Philosophen: Mai- 
monides, Ibn Esra, Jehuda Halewi, Nachmanides u. a., Spi- 
noza, die Aufklarungsphilosophen Moses Mendelssohn, Garve, 
Lessing, ganz besonders Kant wie auch die ersten jiidischen 
Apostel des Kantianismus: Salomo Maimon und Bendavid.? 
Aus diesen Angaben Letteris’ und auch aus Rapoports Aus- 
sagen,* der Krochmals Beschaftigung mit Kant, Fichte, Schel- 
ling und Hegel besonders hervorhebt, la®t sich nichts ent- 
nehmen, was erlauben wiirde, Krochmal als einen orthodoxen 
Hegelianer zu bezeichnen. 

Der erste, der von einem Hegelianismus Krochmals sprach, 
war eigentlich Leopold Zunz. ,,Um jene Zeit (1826) — sagt 
Zunz in seinem Nekrolog auf Krochmal — ,,war es, wo er 
fast zufallig® mit den Schriften Hegels bekannt und ganz 
hingerissen wurde von dem Tiefsinne dieses Forschers, dessen 
System er die ,Philosophie der Philosophien‘ nannte und fir 
naher dem essdischen Judenthum als dem Christenthum verwandt 
hielt. Ja, es reizten ihn die Werke des genannten Meisters zu 
dem Versuche, die Grundlage zu dessen Ideen im Judenthume 
aufzusuchen und die Harmonie zwischen der jiidischen Theo- 
logie und der wahren Philosophie, wie sie zu seiner Zeit Mai- 
monides dargestellt, aufs neue zu versuchen, und zwar nach 
einem Bediirfnisse der heutigen Wissenschaft mit durchzufth- 
render Entwicklung der Erscheinungen des Judenthums.“® In 
bezug auf diese Worte Zunz’ miissen wir uns an die alte 
talmudische Regel xia youbp alten. Dafs Krochmal ,,fast 
zufallig“ auf Hegel kam, daf§ er sich spater eifrig mit Hegel 
wie mit Kant, Fichte, Schelling u. a. befaft hat, ist zweifellos 
richtig. Was aber Zunz weiter tiber Krochmals Versuch, das 
Judentum mit Hegel zu ,,versdhnen“, sagt, ist keine historische 
Aussage, sondern subjektive nachtragliche Konstruktion. Es 


besorgten Neuherausgabe der Krochmalschen Werke (N. Krochmals Werke, erste 
vollstindige Ausgabe, durchgesehener Text, nebst einer Einleitung, Anmerkungen 
und Register von S.R., Ajanoth, Berlin 1924) dargelegt sind, hinzuweisen. 

3 Zikaron Basefer, S. 44, 45 ff. 

4 Kerem Hemed, Heft 6, S. 42 ff. 

5 Von uns gesperrt. 

6 Gesammelte Schriften, 1875, Il, S. 155—156. 
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muf auch darauf hingewiesen werden, dafS§ Zunz — im Gegen- 
satz zu Letteris und Rapoport — nicht als Freund oder Jiinger 
eine Lebensbeschreibung Krochmals, sondern eine allgemeine 
Wiirdigung geben will. Es muf streng unterschieden werden 
zwischen der historischen Bezeugung Zunz‘, die er im 
Namen des jiingeren Krochmal macht, und seiner Deutung 
derselben. Ich kann mich allgemein des Eindruckes nicht er- 
wehren, daf§ etwas ,,Apologetisches“ in dieser Zunzschen These 
lag, als ob Zunz dadurch dem damals in Deutschland noch 
wenig gekannten Krochmal eine Ehre antun wollte, daf er 
ihn zum Nachfolger Hegels, zum Jiinger des grofen sogenann- 
ten ,,preufischen Staatsphilosophen“ zu stempeln versuchte. 
Vielleicht ist manchem auf diese Weise der Name unseres 
Philosophen etwas gelaufiger geworden, aber gewonnen hat 
Krochmal dadurch absolut nichts.7 Ganz im Gegenteil. Durch 
diese Hegelianismus-Hypothese ist das Bild des historischen 
Krochmal, des Mannes, wie er in Wirklichkeit war und was 
er in Wirklichkeit lehrte, ganz verfalscht worden. Und gerade 
weil wir den historischen Krochmal suchen, weil wir die wah- 
ren Wurzeln der Gedankenkrafte, die ihn bewegten, das 
Genuine an seinem Werk unter Ausschaltung alles Nebensach- 
lichen, ermitteln wollen, gerade darum diirfen wir uns nicht 
mit so allgemein gehaltenen Urteilen tiber Krochmal zufrieden 
geben, wie sie bisher iiblich waren. Wir sind dies der jiidischen 
Wissenschaft und Krochmals Stellung in der jiidischen Philo- 
sophie und Wissenschaft schuldig. 

Von Zunz ab begann die Verwirrung in der Beurteilung 
der Krochmalschen Philosophie. Nur wenige Forscher waren 
vorsichtig genug, um ohne eine genaue Gegeniiberstellung von 
Krochmal und Hegel sich diese inzwischen ublich gewordene 
Hypothese nicht ganz zu eigen zu machen. Wir finden diese 
Vorsicht z. B. Shechter (der Krochmal in eine Reihe mit 


7 Nebenbei bemerkt, Zunz’ Behauptung, daf§ Krochmal die Hegelsche 
Philosophie fiir besonders verwandt mit dem Essdertum hielt, erscheint uns nicht 
begriindet. Wir kénnen uns schlecht vorstellen, in welchen entscheidenden 
Punkten dieser Zweig des deutschen Idealismus, Hegels philosophisches System, 
mit dem ,praktischen“ Essdertum ,,verwandt“ sein soll. Abgesehen davon 
spricht doch Krochmal mehrfach in seinem MV. N. H. iiber die Ess’er, ohne daf 
er je den geringsten Hinweis auf diesen angeblichen Zusammenhang gemacht hat. 
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Rabban Jochanan ben Sakkai, Saadja Gaon und Maimonides 
stellt), der sich folgendermafen duert: “Zunz somewhere 
remarks that Krochmal was inspired in his work by the study 
of Hegel, just as Maimonides had been by the study of 
Aristotle. I give this statement solely on the authority of Zunz, 
as I myself have never made a study of the works of the 
German philosopher, and am therefore unable to express an 
opinion on the question.” ® Aber diese Vorsicht im Beurteilen 
unseres Problems hat leider wenig Nachahmung gefunden. 
Inwiefern nun Krochmals eigentliche philosophische und 
wissenschaftliche Einstellung formaliter und materialiter als 
von Hegel abhdngig gekennzeichnet werden darf, dieses 
Grundproblem unserer Abhandlung wird im folgenden be- 
handelt werden. Zunachst wollen wir aber die Frage nur kurz 
beantworten: Besitzen wir Aussagen oder irgendwelche Hin- 
deutungen von Krochmal selber, die auf seinen Hegelianismus 
schlief{en lassen? Man hat sehr gern und sehr oft die Parallele 
zwischen dem Verfasser des klassischen Moreh Nebukim und 
dem Autor des Moreh Nebuke ha-Zeman gezogen, wonach 
sich Krochmal zu Hegel wie Maimonides zu Aristoteles ver- 
halt, als ob Krochmal in dem Mafe Hegelianer gewesen ware, 
in dem Maimonides Aristoteliker war. Ist aber diese auSerlich 
wohl plausible Gegeniiberstellung im geringsten gerechtfertigt? 
Kénnte man sich Maimonides ohne Aristoteles denken und 
kann man sich den wirklichen Krochmal mit Hegel vorstellen? 
Ist der Moreh Nebukim ohne wiederholte Bezugnahme auf 
Aristoteles und den Aristotelismus denkbar? Und wo finden 
sich die Hindeutungen auf Hegel im M.N.H.? Flavius wird 
hier 35mal, Maimonides 30, Raschi 20 und ebenso werden 
mehrere Male Nachmanides, Ibn Esra, Asariah de Rossi, Rabbi 
Jacob Emden, Chajes, Luzatto u. a. erwahnt. Krochmal 
scheut sich in keiner Weise, die Namen auch nichtjiidischer 
Denker und Forscher, wie Gesenius, Eichorn u. a., zu er- 
wahnen,® aber nur ein einziges Mal wird auf Hegel hinge- 


8 N. K. and the “Perplexities of the time,” Studies in Judaism, ll, London 


1896, p. 79. 
9 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 140, 166 u. a. 
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wiesen und ohne daf sein Name ausdriicklich genannt wird: 
Auch der grofe deutsche Philosoph, der in unserer Generation 
lebte, ... hat‘bemerkt, ...“29 Dieses ,,auch“ ist sehr zu beach- 
ten. Denn Krochmal spricht an dieser Stelle von Ibn Esra, und 
Hegels Meinung wird nur herangezogen zur Bekraftigung 
einer These Ibn Esras. Immer, wenn Krochmal von der neuen 
deutschen Philosophie spricht, tut er es ganz allgemein. Nie 
hat er Hegel als Gegensatz zu Kant und Fichte auszuspielen 
versucht und nie hat er das eigentlich Neue und Epoche- 
machende am Hegeltum hervorgehoben. Mehrfach hatte 
Krochmal Gelegenheit gehabt, seinen angeblichen Meister 
Hegel in den Vordergrund zu riicken, so z. B., wenn er die 
wichtigsten philosophischen Systeme, wie z. B. das des Plo- 
tinos, Proklos, Spinoza u. a., aufzahlt, und auch noch an 
manchen anderen Stellen.'? 

Auch Krochmals Briefe (zumeist an einzelne seiner Jiinger 
streng vertraulich gerichtet) 12 lassen nichts von seinem Hegel- 
ianismus erkennen. Die Tatsache, daf§ er in einem seiner 
Briefe den in der Geschichte der Philosophie bekannten Kampf 
des Antihegelianers Leo gegen die Hegelsche Schule bedauert, 
dafS§ er die Methoden, mit denen der deutsche Idealismus nach 
Hegels Tode bekampft worden ist, mifbilligt, erlaubt uns 
nicht, besondere Schliisse zu ziehen. Und in diesem Zusammen- 
hange diirfte es nicht als iiberfliissig erscheinen, darauf hinzu- 
weisen, daf} Krochmal auch nach dem Tode seines angeblichen 
Meisters nie die Gelegenheit ergriffen hat, um auf irgendeine 
Weise seine Verehrung fiir Hegel und seine Abhangigkeit von 
ihm zu dokumentieren. Auch seine beiden, der Form und dem 
Inhalte nach klassischen Briefe an seinen Sohn Abraham 2? — 
den spateren Freund von Abraham Geiger und Schorr —, der 
eine drei Jahre vor seinem Tode, der andere in seinem letzten 
Lebensjahre abgefaft, Briefe, die ich als das Testament Kroch- 
mals bezeichnen méchte, zeigen deutlich, wie weit entfernt 


10 N, K.s W., S. 290. 
11 [bid., S. 167. 

12 Tbid., S. 444. 

13 N, K.s W., S. 449 ff. 
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sein von der alten jiidischen Tradition und der neueren deut- 
schen Aufklarung herkommendes Moralisieren, seine Postulate 
des reinen aufklarerischen Glaubens, des gesunden Menschen- 
verstandes und des sittlichen Ideals, wie weit entfernt all 
dies vom panlogistisch-dialektischen Idealismus Hegels war. 
DafS aber Krochmal Hegels Philosophie gekannt hat — um 
dies schon hier beilaufig vorwegzunehmen —, daf er von ihr 
vielleicht in manchen Punkten sogar beeinfluSt worden ist, 
halten auch wir fiir méglich. Aber man weif$§ zu genau, was 
es hiefS, ein ,,Hegelianer“ zu sein, wie die Hegelianer ihre philo- 
sophischen Systeme im Sinne ihres Meisters geschaffen haben, 
um auch den Autor des Moreh Nebuke ha-Zeman als He- 
gelianer zu bezeichnen. Wenn sich auch mehrere Links- oder 
sogar Rechtshegelianer gegeniiber ihrem Meister gréfSere Ge- 
dankenfreiheit erlaubten,!* so gibt es doch auch hier eine Grenze, 
die niemand iiberschreiten kann, ohne den eigentlichen Zu- 
sammenhang mit dem Hegeltum zu verlieren. Unser Philo- 
soph aber stand immer auferhalb dieser Grenze. 

Nach diesen kurz angedeuteten auferlich-formalen Argu- 
menten wenden wir uns zum Hauptpunkte unseres Problems: 
La&t sich das uns vorliegende historische und philosophische 
»System“ Krochmals als ein hegelianistisches ansprechen? War 
Krochmal als Historiker, Kritiker und Philosoph Hegelianer? 

In seiner Abhandlung tiber Ibn Esra warnt uns Krochmal 
eindringlich vor subjektiver Beurteilung, vor ibereiltem 
SchlieSen aus beilaufigen Hindeutungen,"® und fordert uns zur 
Untersuchung desjenigen auf, was Ibn Esra mit ,,klarem Be- 
wuftsein* und mit Absicht gelehrt hat. Dies mag auch fiir 
uns eine Mahnung sein, nichts °von auffen in Krochmal hinein- 
zutragen. Krochmal selbst, der M@.N.H., wie er uns vorliegt, 
soll das von uns aufgerollte Problem lésen. Die exakte gene- 
tisch-kritische Untersuchung zur Beantwortung unserer Frage 


14 Von dem bedeutendsten Fiihrer des Linkshegelianismus und spateren 
Gegner des Hegeltums iiberhaupt, Ludwig Feuerbach, und seiner Stellung zu 
Hegel, Kant, Fichte u.a. handelt mein in Kiirze erscheinendes Buch Ludwig 
Feuerbach und die deutsche Philosophie (Berlin, Verlag Reuther & Reichard). 

15 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 283. 
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kann uns nicht nur Aufschliisse tiber Krochmals Philosophie 
und Geschichtswissenschaft allein liefern, sondern auch man- 
cherlei Aufklarung iiber die Auffassung des gesamten jiidischen 
Denkens seiner Zeit vermitteln.1® 


Il. KROCHMALS GESCHICHTSPHILOSOPHIE 


Der Ausgangspunkt fiir Krochmals Philosophieren war 
weder ein Ringen um das Problem des Sittlichen noch um 
irgendeine rein logische oder erkenntnistheoretische Frage, son- 
dern das Problem des Glaubens, das Problem der jiidischen 
Religion, des Judaismus iiberhaupt, das Verhaltnis zwischen 
Glauben und Wissen.17 Aber von vornherein bestand bei 
Krochmal eine innere Unausgeglichenheit zwischen dem rein 
Abstrakt-Philosophischen und dem Historischen, zwischen dem 
Systematischen und dem Kritischen, zwischen metaphysischer 
Spekulation und_historisch-empirischer Betrachtungsweise. 
Manches auf den ersten Blick Unverstandliche und sich Wider- 
sprechende im M.N.H. — Auferlich methodisch wie auch in- 
haltlich — wiirde bei Beriicksichtigung dieses Zusammenspielens 
der heterogenen Motive in ein ganz anderes Licht geriickt wer- 
den kénnen. So kam Krochmal nicht zu einem allgemein um- 
fassenden spekulativen System, da er es als seine erste Pflicht 
betrachtete, Wesen und Geschichte des Judentums kritisch zu 
durchforschen. Auferlich betrachtet scheint der Historiker den 


16 Bei der Konfrontierung der Systeme Hegels und Krochmals kénnen wir 
selbstverstandlich nicht auf die Einzelheiten des Hegelschen Systems eingehen. 
Ebenso kénnen wir hier nicht eine Gesamtdarstellung der Hegelschen Philosophie 
in extenso geben. Wir miissen uns auf diejenigen prinzipiellen Hauptpunkte 
— und zwar in méglichst komprimierter Form — beschranken, die fiir die 
Beleuchtung unseres Problems unentbehrlich sind, und deswegen kénnen manche 
Punkte nur allgemein gestreift werden. — Um unsere Abhandlung nicht all- 
zusehr mit Einzelheiten zu belasten, mu von vielen hierhergeh6renden Parallel- 
stellen, Exkursen und manchen wortlichen Quellennachweisen abgesehen werden. 
In meinem, wie ich hoffe, demnachst erscheinenden Buche iiber N. Krochmal, 
sein Leben, Werk und seine Zeit wird man manche weiteren Erginzungen 
finden kénnen. 

17 Uber den Dualismus yon Glauben und Wissen in der deutschen 
Philosophie siehe Hegel, ,,Glauben und Wissen, oder die Reflexionsphilosophie 
der Subjectivitat“ usw., Kritisches Journal der Philosophie, Bd. I. 


dite 


[9] WAR NACHMAN KROCHMAL HEGELIANER? 543 


Philosophen nach und nach verdrangt zu haben, aber tiefer 
gesehen hat erst im Historischen das Spekulativ-Philosophische 
seinen richtigen Ausdruck gefunden. Die Geschichtsphilosophie 
und die Geschichte sind eigentlich diejenigen Geistesgebiete, 
auf denen sich Krochmal am meisten mit den allgemeinen 
philosophischen Systemen seiner Zeit beriihren miifte. Wenn 
irgendwo eine dominierende Abhangigkeit Krochmals von 
einem philosophischen System nachgewiesen werden kénnte, so 
miifite es hier der Fall sein. Denn gerade bei Hegels grofer 
und tiefer Hinneigung zum Geschichtlichen und der Schopfung 


seiner epochemachenden Geistesphilosophie — die, um mit 
dem italienischen Neuhegelianer Benedetto Croce zu sprechen, 
das ,,Lebendige“ an Hegels System ist — waren bei einem 


Hegelianer doch vorwiegend auf diesem Gebiete die Spuren 
seines Hegelianismus zu suchen. 

Vier Momente sind es, die Krochmals Geschichtsphilo- 
sophie bestimmen: die Geselligkeit, die Entwick- 
lung, der Geist, der absolute Geist. In mehr als in 
einer Hinsicht aber sind die beiden letzten Momente als eines 
zu betrachten, so daf es eigentlich nur drei sind. Daf der 
Mensch ein G@ov moAtixOv ist, ist eine seit dem Altertum her 
(Aristoteles) gelaufige Ansicht. Keine Gemeinschaft ware mdg- 
lich, wirkte nicht der Geselligkeitstrieb im Menschen als die 
bewegende Kraft. Auch die Geschichtswissenschaft mufs daher 
von dem Geselligkeitstrieb, als von dem familien-, gesell- 
schafts- und staatenbildenden Element, ausgehen. Dieses Ge- 
selligkeitsmotiv wirkt seit dem klassischen Altertum in vielen 
ethischen, politischen und rechtlichen Systemen als dominieren- 
der Faktor mit. Aber als Ausgangspunkt auch der Geschichts- 
wissenschaft und Geschichtsphilosophie scheint es doch in der 
Neuzeit zuerst von dem italienischen Philosophen (,,Philo- 
sophus italicus“) Giambatisto Vico verwendet worden zu 
sein, um dann durch ihn die spateren Reflexionen tiber die 
Geschichte véllig zu beherrschen. In seinem epochemachenden 
Werke Principj d‘una scienza nuova d‘intorno alla commune 
natura delle nazioni, das als die Grundlage der modernen Ge- 
schichtswissenschaft angesehen werden mufs, finden wir den 
Hinweis auf den Geselligkeitstrieb der menschlichen Natur, mit 
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dem Krochmals Ausfiihrungen im Abschnitt 7 (oder ,,Pforte“ 7, 
denn Krochmal benennt die Abschnitte mit der alteren Be- 
zeichnung yb) des M.N.H. eine verbliiffende Ahnlichkeit auf- 
zuweisen haben.!8 Wir kénnen noch viele andere Anlehnungen 
Krochmals an Vico nachweisen, so daf daraus auf alle Falle 
klar hervorgeht, da, sei es direkt oder indirekt — iiber 
Johann Gottfried Herder u. a. —, Krochmal in der Auf- 
stellung des ersten Momentes in seiner Geschichtsphilosophie 
von G. Vico abhingig ist. Daf&-also hierin Krochmal mit dem 
panlogistischen Idealismus nicht das geringste zu tun hat, 
ertibrigt sich hinzuzufiigen. 

Was das zweite Moment der Krochmalschen Geschichte 
anbetrifft, so mii$te hier Krochmal Hegelianer sein, wenn er 
es wollte und seiner philosophischen Einstellung gemaf konnte. 
Wird doch Hegel von manchen Historikern — und mit Recht, 
wenn es richtig verstanden wird — als der Philosoph der 
Entwicklung gekennzeichnet, ist doch dieser Gedanke der 
Entwicklung metaphysischer Grundgedanke in seinem System. 
Aber gerade hier, wo Krochmal an die Hegelsche Fassung des 
Entwicklungsgedankens ankniipfen miifte, zeigt sich deutlich, 
daf§ Krochmal seine eigenen Wege geht oder, vorsichtiger aus- 
gedriickt, dafS er auf alle Falle nicht in die Bahnen Hegels 
einlenkt. Auch der Begriff der Entwicklung hat seine Ent- 
wicklung, seine eigene Geschichte, die noch nicht in erschép- 
fender Weise geschrieben worden ist. Augustinus (354 bis 
430) wird im allgemeinen gewissermafen als der erste Ge- 
schichtsphilosoph betrachtet, der den Begriff der Entwicklung 


18 Dieses Werk von Vico ist bereits 1822 ins Deutsche iibersetzt worden 
(also 18 Jahre vor dem Tode Hegels) unter dem Titel: Grundziige einer neuen 
Wissenschaft iiber die gemeinschaftliche Natur der Volker, Leipzig. Vegl. ebenda, 
S. 1, wo Vico auf die Grundtendenz seines Werkes hinweist, die darin bestehe, 
zu beweisen, ,,wie Gott den von der inneren Gerechtigkeit durch die Ursiinde 
abgefallenen Menschen durch seine eigenen Bediirfnisse leitet, aus dem irren 
Zustande tierischer Vereinzelung sich zu einem geselligen Leben und somit erst 
zum eigentlichen Menschensegen zu erheben, als dessen Grundbedingung eine 
gesellige Natur ist“. Vgl. hierzu N. K.s W., S. 34: ,,Wir sehen, da& es der Wille 
(psy) der gdttlichen Vorsehung war, das Menschengeschlecht nicht absolut von 
einander zu trennen wie die anderen Lebewesen, denen die Vereinzelung 
eigentiimlich usw.“ 
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als die Grundlage fiir seine Geschichtsphilosophie aufgestellt 
hat. In seinem klassisch gewordenen De civitate Dei stellt er 
Gott an die Spitze der Entwicklungsreihe. Der Mensch und 
das individuell-gesellschaftliche Geschehen ist nach ihm nur 
Mittel und Stufe fiir das Endziel der Entwicklung, die Civitas 
terrena Vorstufe fiir die Civitas Dei. Diese mit dem christ- 
lichen Erlésungsgedanken verbundene Entwicklungsidee in 
ihrer alteren mystischen Form involvierte in sich die Negation 
des Diesseits, die Mahnung zur Erkenntnis der Minderwertig- 
keit der Wirklichkeit, den Glauben an ein Jenseits. Gott — 
als Gegensatz zum Menschen, als das Ens perfectissimum und 
realissimum — ist als die innere Triebkraft der gesamten 
irdischen Entwicklung anzusehen. Das war der heteronome 
oder theonome Entwicklungsgedanke im Gegensatz zu dem 
modernen immanent-autonomen Evolutionismus. Die Ent- 
wicklung der Geschichte geht vor sich, getrieben durch ihre 
eigene autonome Gesetzlichkeit, durch die Notwendigkeit der 
Bedingungen, der Interessen, Bediirfnisse usw., aber nicht nach 
einem jenseitigen, von einer h6heren Vorsehung ausgearbeiteten 
Plane. 

Aber auch der moderne Entwicklungsgedanke fiir sich ge- 
nommen ist kein einheitlicher Begriff. Heinrich Rickert zahlt 
z. B. sieben verschiedene Entwicklungsbegriffe auf.1® Man 
k6nnte von einem anderen Standpunkte aus noch weitere Dif- 
ferenzierungen des Begriffes der Entwicklung konstatieren. Die 
Vieldeutigkeit des Wortes ,,Entwicklung“ ist so ungeheuer, 
daf§ man nicht zwei Philosophen miteinander identifizieren 
darf, weil der Entwicklungsgedanke bei beiden eine dominie- 
rende Stelle einnimmt. Richtig ist es, daf’ Krochmal fast der 
erste originelle jiidische Denker der Neuzeit war, der am histo- 
rischen Entwicklungsgedanken mit einer besonderen Zahigkeit 
festgehalten hat. Der Evolutionismus war die Grundlage 
seines historischen Systems. Das war seine Waffe gegen den 
starren Traditionalismus, gegen das ,,Kleben am Buchstaben“ 
einerseits und gegen die Skepsis und Verachtung des histo- 
rischen Judentums andererseits. Mit Hilfe des Entwicklungs- 


19 Die Grenzen der naturwissenschaftlichen Begriffsbildung, Tibingen 1921, 
S. 298 ff. 
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gedankens gelang es Krochmal, das Judentum dem Raume und - 
der Zeit einzuordnen, und diesem Moment verdanken wir die 
Entstehung der modernen jiidischen Wissenschaft. Es ist ganz 
unzulassig, Krochmal deshalb zum Hegelianer zu stempeln, 
weil auch er den Entwicklungsgedanken wegweisend zu 
handhaben verstanden hat. Bei Hegel ist doch Entwicklung 
das Produkt der dialektischen Bewegung, Resultat des ewigen, 
unaufhérlichen Streites der Gegensatze und Widerspriiche. Die 
eigentliche Triebfeder der Entwicklung ist die Negation. Ohne 
Negation und Privation gibt es keine Entwicklung. Denn — 
worauf wir spater zuriickkommen werden — die Gegensatzlich- 
keit ist nach Hegel gerade dasjenige, was das Wesen der Wirk- 
lichkeit ausmacht. Ganz anders bei unserem Philosophen. 
Entwicklung ist fiir ihn nicht das, was aus der Heterogenitat — 
der Ziele resultiert. Entwicklung ist vielmehr ein Naturgesetz, 
ein Gesetz wie ,,alle anderen Gesetze der géttlichen Vorsehung“. 
Die gottliche Vorsehung hat bestimmt, da in der allma&hlich 
werdenden menschlichen Gesellschaft eine arterhaltende Ord- 
nung zustande kommt. Die Gesellschaftsordnung entsteht auf 
entwicklungsgeschichtlichem Wege von selbst, aus einer imma- 
nenten Notwendigkeit, nicht aus dem Kampf von Geist und 
Stoff, Subjekt und Objekt oder anderen Urgegensadtzen. Nach- 
einander entstehen auf natiirliche Weise, nach erfolgter, den 
verschiedenen Individuen angemessener Arbeitsteilung, die 
Rechtsordnung und Rechtsprechung, Gefiihle der Liebe und 
des Mitleids, die moralische Ordnung, dann spater in einer 
sinnvollen sukzessiven Ordnung alle médglichen Arten von 
Gewerben, zuerst die unmittelbar notwendigen, dann die ver- 
schiedenen Kiinste und zuletzt erwacht in der so allmahlich 
gereiften Gemeinschaft die religidse Erkenntnis, die als idea 
innata aufzufassen ware. Die religidse Erkenntnis und die 
allgemeinen metaphysischen Begriffe bilden zusammen die 
Kronung am ideellen und materiellen Wachstum der Gesell- 
schaft, sie sind die héchste Stufe der Entwicklung. 

Betrachtet man dieses hier kurz skizzierte Schema der 
Entwicklung, wie es im M.N.H.?° dargestellt wird, so tritt 


20 Vel. N. Kis W., S. 34 ff. 
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die Unabhangigkeit von Hegel fiir jeden Hegelkenner klar 
zutage. G. Vico** und Herder sind hier die Vorganger 
Krochmals und nicht der ganz anders orientierte Hegel, der 
Schépfer des panlogistischen Idealismus. Dem Entwicklungs- 
gedanken Krochmals haftet etwas besonders Naturhaftes,22 
Biologisch-Historisches an. Entwicklung ist ihm ein Steigen 
vom Niederen zum Héheren, vom Minderwertigen zum Wert- 
volleren. Hierin folgt Krochmal Herder, der die Evolution 
als eine ununterbrochene Wertsteigerung angesehen hat.?? 
Entwicklung ist auch innere Entfaltung, Enthiillung der keim- 
haft angelegten Krafte. Auch die Periodisierung der jiidischen 
Geschichte in drei Zyklen, die Krochmal vorgenommen hat 
und die noch spater unsere Aufmerksamkeit auf sich lenken 
wird, deutet auf eine immanente Entfaltung und auf ein Fort- 
schreiten hin. Die Bliiteperiode des zweiten Zyklus z. B. be- 
ginnt nicht ab ovo, sondern kniipft an die beiden ersten Perio- 
den des ersten Zyklus an und steigert alle in diesem entstande- 
nen Giiter und Werte ins Hdhere. Genau so verhalt es sich 
mit der Bliiteperiode des dritten Zyklus. Diese Krochmalsche 
Fassung der Entwicklung steht im schroffsten Gegensatze zu 
derjenigen Entwicklung, die Entwicklung des Begriffes ist, zu 
der logisch-dialektischen Entwicklung, die von Haus aus eine 
Entwicklung a priori ist — zu der Entwicklung im Sinne 
Hegels. Denn das mufs noch einmal betont werden, Hegel war 
aus seiner ganzen philosophischen Einstellung heraus ein prin- 
zipieller Gegner der naturhaften Auffassung der Entwicklung. 
Die Natur“, sagt Hegel, ,,ist als ein System von Stufen zu 
betrachten, deren eine aus der anderen notwendig hervorgeht 
und die nachste Wahrheit derjenigen ist, aus welcher sie resul- 
tiert, aber nicht so, daf§ die eine aus der anderen natir- 


21 Vel. zu dieser im Texte ausgeftihrten Skizze folgende Stelle im genannten 
Werke von Vico, S. 143: »Die Menschen empfinden zuerst das Notwendige; 
dann achten sie auf das Niitzliche; darauf bemerken sie das Bequeme; weiterhin 
erfreuen sie sich des Gefialligen; alsdann schweifen sie zum Luxus aus, und 
zuletzt verfallen sie in wahnsinnigen Mif{brauch der Dinge. . . .“ 

22 Vel. z. B. N. K.s W., S. 54.u.a., wo sich Krochmal einiger Analogien aus 
der Natur bedient, um verschiedene historische Erscheinungen erldutern zu k6nnen. 

23 Vel. Herders S. W. (ed. B. Suphan, Berlin 1877, Bd. XIV, S. 238 u. a.). 
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lich? erzeugt wiirde, sondern in der inneren, den Grund der 
Natur ausmachenden Idee. Die Metamorphose kommt nur dem 
Begriffe als’ solchhem zu. Da dessen Veranderung 
allein Entwicklung ist.“?5 Hegel kannte nur die Ent- 
wicklung des Begriffes, der immer einer ist, der die verschie- 
denen Entwicklungsmomente als blofe Durchgangsstufen be- 
nutzt.2® Mehr als einmal ergreift Hegel die Gelegenheit, um 
auf die grofe Kluft hinzuweisen, die zwischen seinem Ent- 
wicklungsgedanken und dem_ organischen Entwicklungs- 
gedanken, wie er sich dem Stand der geistes- und naturwissen- 
schaftlichen Forschung entsprechend im 18. Jahrhundert heraus- 
gearbeitet hat, besteht. ,,Die Entwicklung“, sagt Hegel, ,,ist 
auf diese Weise nicht das harm- und kampflose blofe Hervor- 
gehen, wie die des organischen Lebens, sondern die harte, un- 
willige Arbeit gegen sich selbst, und ferner ist sie nicht das 
blo& Formelle des Entwickelns tiberhaupt, sondern das Hervor- 
bringen eines Zweckes von bestimmtem Inhalte. — Diesen 
Zweck haben wir von Anfang festgestellt: Es ist der Geist, 
und zwar nach seinem Wesen, dem Begriffe der Freiheit... .“ 27 

Das Charakteristische an der empirischen Auffassung des 
Entwicklungsgedankens im Gegensatz zur dialektisch-begriff- 
lichen Hegels ist auch darin zu erblicken, daf$ Krochmal den 
Entwicklungsgedanken nie als Basis eines metaphysisch-philo- 
sophischen Systems benutzt hat. Er diente ihm nur als Grund- 
lage fiir die streng kritisch orientierte Geschichtswissenschaft. 
Unter dem Gesichtswinkel der Entwicklung betrachtete er das 
gesamte Geschehen in der jiidischen Geschichte, das Wesen der 
Halachah und Aggadah, viele biblische Probleme usw. Hier 


24 Gesperrt von Hegel. 

25 Gesperrt von mir. Vgl. Hegels Enzyklopadie der philosophischen Wissen- 
schaft im Grundrisse (ed. G. Lasson, Leipzig 1911). Vgl. auch die folgenden Aus- 
fiihrungen: ,,Der dialektische Begriff, der die Stufe fortleitet, ist das Innere 
derselben. Solcher nebuloser, im Grunde sinnlicher Vorstellungen, wie insbesondere 
das sogenannte Hervorgehen z.B. der Pflanzen und Tiere aus dem Wasser und 
dann das Hervorgehen der entwickelteren Tierorganisationen aus den niedri- 
geren ... ist, muf§ sich die denkende Betrachtung entschlagen.“ Ebenda, 
S. 209—210. 

26 Vel. Enzyklopadie, S. 209 ff. 

27 Vgl. Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, I, S. 132 ff. 
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blieb er sich selber treu. Lessing z. B. betrachtete die Geschichte 
als den Erziehungsweg des Menschen zur Vernunft,28 Herder 
erblickte darin das Vorwartsschreiten zum Humanismus, Hegel 
— das Fortschreiten im Bewuftsein der Freiheit.29 Auch hierin 
folgt also Krochmal Hegel keinesfalls. 

Was die beiden letzten Momente der Krochmalschen Ge- 
schichtsphilosophie anbetrifft, den Geist und den absoluten 
Geist, so wiirde sich einem Hegelianer gerade hier die ergie- 
bigste Gelegenheit bieten, sich ganz im Sinne seines Meisters 
zu geben. Ist es aber hier der Fall? 

Der Begriff des ,,Geistes ist einer der reichhaltigsten 
Begriffe aller Religionen und der verschiedenartigsten philo- 
sophischen Systeme. Seine vollstindige, erschdpfende Geschichte 
ware beinahe die Gesamtgeschichte des Suchens und Irrens, 
der Ideen und Systeme des Menschengeschlechtes. Auch die 
neuere deutsche Philosophie, aus der Krochmal fiir sein System 
geschépft hat, kennt eine Fiille von Auffassungen und Deu- 
tungen des Begriffes ,,Geist.2° Charakteristisch fiir die Ent- 
wicklung des deutschen Idealismus ist die Tatsache, da wah- 
rend bei Kant der Begriff des Geistes gar keine Rolle spielt 
(in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft wird z. B. das Wort ,,Geist“ 
nur zweimal, und zwar beilaufig, gebraucht), dieser bei Hegel 
zum Zentralbegriff seines Systems erhoben worden ist. Im 
Unterschiede zur Seele, die als eine sinnvolle Abstraktion auf- 
gefaSt werden kann, ist der Geist fiir Kant eine sinnlose 
Negation der KG6rperlichkeit. Nur in die Asthetik hat Kant 
den ,,Geist“ aufgenommen, dort war er fiir ihn ,,das belebende 


28 Vel. Die Erziehung des Menschengeschlechtes, 1870, S. 84 ff. 

29 Vel. Vorlesungen usw., S. 150: Es gilt in solchem Verfahren des wissen- 
schaftlichen Verstandes gleichfalls, daf’ das Wesentliche von dem sogenannten 
Unwesentlichen geschieden und herausgehoben werden miisse. Um dieses aber 
zu vermdgen, muf§ man das Wesentliche kennen, und dieses, wenn die Welt- 
geschichte im Ganzen betrachtet werden soll, ist wie frither angegeben worden 
das Bewuftsein der Freiheit und in der Entwicklung desselben die Bestimmt- 
heiten dieses Bewufitseins. Die Richtung auf diese Kategorien ist die Richtung 
auf das wahrhaft Wesentliche.“ Ebenda, S. 148, 150. 

30 Vgl. Hans Dreyer, Der Begriff Geist in der deutschen Philosophie von Kant 
bis Hegel, Berlin 1908 (Kantstudien). 
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Prinzip im Gemiithe“.®! Fichte hingegen hat den ,,Geist“ ins 
Metaphysische erhoben. Ausgehend von der transzendentalen 
Apperzeptiori Kants schuf Fichte seinen monistischen Geistes- 
begriff. Auch Schiller betrachtet den Geist metaphysisch als 
die sittliche Einheit des Menschen, aber von einem anderen 
Standpunkte aus, als einen zusammenfassenden Allgemein- 
begriff oder ein dsthetisches Anschauungsmittel. Flr Herder ist 
Geist identisch mit Kraft, Leben; er hat bei ihm einen 
menschenvereinigenden Charakter, er ist Gemeingeist, Kate- 
gorie des historisch-kulturellen Denkens. Wilhelm v. Hum- 
boldt betrachtet den Geist als die Harmonie zwischen Sinn- 


lichkeit, Phantasie und Vernunft. Bei Schelling war Geist ein 


Attribut des Absoluten, dessen anderes, entgegengesetztes 
Attribut Natur ist. Erst Hegel hat den Geistesbegriff in der 
Philosophie so heimisch gemacht, dafS spater Schopenhauer sich 
polemisch dagegen wandte.®? Geist ist fiir Hegel das ,,Aller- 
konkreteste“, das Substantielle, die Totalitat, die unreflektierte 
Unmittelbarkeit in médglichster Ungetriibtheit durch den Be- 
eriff oder die Abstraktion.2? Ihm ist Geist das Weltprinzip, 
das in dialektisch-begrifflicher Bewegung die drei Stufen des 
An-sich, Auf er-sich, An- und fiir-sich durchlauft. Geist ist ,,die 
unendliche Subjektivitat der Idee“. ,,Der Geist“, sagt Hegel 
an einer anderen Stelle, ,,ist wesentlich Resultat seiner Tatig- 
keit; seine Tatigkeit ist Hinausgehen iiber die Unmittelbar- 
keit, das Negieren derselben und Riickkehr in sich.“ 34 

Was aber unseren Philosophen anbelangt, so war ihm 
der Begriff des Geistes, lange bevor er Hegel kannte, vertraut. 
Er kannte sicherlich den Begriff des Geistes aus den verschiede- 
nen Stro6mungen des Judentums.®> Krochmal ist hier wie auch 


31 Vel. Kritik der Urteilskraft, ed. Vorlander, S. 167. 

32 Vel. Parerga, I, S. 185: ,Gegen die plumpe Unverschimtheit, mit der 
die Hegelianer in allen ihren Schriften ohne Umstande und Einfiihrung ein 
Langes und Breites iiber den sogenannten ,Geist‘ reden, ware die geeignete 
ee »Geist, wer ist denn der Bursche?‘ .. .“ Vgl. auch Grundprobleme der Ethik, 
S. 386 ff. 

°3 Philosophie der Religion, S. W. X1., S. 13 u.a. 

°4 Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, 1, Einleitung, S. 50 ff. 

35 Die vielfaltigen Entwicklungen des Geistesbegriffes im Judentum seit der 
Bibel und durch das ganze Mittelalter hindurch bis in die Neuzeit hinein zu 
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in manchen anderen Punkten synthetisch vorgegangen, indem 
er den traditionellen jiidischen Geistesbegriff mit manchen 
Nuancierungen des deutschen Idealismus zu durchdringen ver- 
sucht hat. So liefe sich hier teilweise der Einflu8 der Geistes- 
auffassungen von Herder und Fichte auf Krochmal nachweisen, 
aber derjenige Hegels kaum. Zwar finden wir hier bei Kroch- 
mal und Hegel eine dhnlich lautende Terminologie, die aber 
nur eine Ahnlichkeit im Ausdruck ist. Der Geistesbegriff 
Krochmals kennt die ganze panlogistische Dialektik Hegels 
ganz und gar nicht. Von der triadischen Entfaltung 
des Geistes (,,Hinausgehen““—,, Negieren“—,,Riickkehr“) wufte 
Krochmal sehr wenig. Der Geist im allgemeinen ist ihm viel- 
mehr Sinnbild des Idealismus im Gegensatze zum Materialis- 
mus, der Geist symbolisiert das Siegen des Guten iiber das 
Bose, Geist ist iam manchmal gleichbedeutend mit dem Ethos,°¢ 
mit der sich nie irrenden Ratio, mit der Ewigkeit im Gegen- 
satze zum Zeitlichen und Verganglichen. Wenn man auch in 
der sechsten ,,Pforte“, in der Krochmal iiber Geist und Religion 
spricht, einige Hindeutungen auf Beriihrungspunkte mit Hegel 
erblicken kénnte *7 — aber keineswegs auf absolut zuverlassige 
und entscheidende —, so zeigt sich die Unabhangigkeit Kroch- 
mals von Hegel aufs deutlichste tiberall da, wo Krochmal iiber 
den Geist im Zusammenhang mit dem Geschichtlichen spricht. 
Hier ist ihm der Geist nie etwas Substantielles, keine hohere 
Einheit, sondern eine Zusammensetzung aller intellektuellen 


verfolgen, ware eine Arbeit fiir sich und eine sehr lohnende, die viel Licht auf 
manche Erscheinungen im Judentum werfen kénnte. 

36 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 32 u.a. Hier kénnte man Fichtes Einflu& auf Kroch- 
mal konstatieren. Vgl. Fichtes S. W., Bd. V, Appellation an das Publikum gegen 
die Anklage des Atheismus“. 

37 Vel. J.L. Landau, N. K., ein Hegelianer, Berlin 1904, S.26—32. Der 
Autor erblickt an vielen Stellen des Krochmalschen Werkes eine Abhiangigkeit 
von Hegel, wo sie tatsadchlich kaum nachweisbar ist. So glaubt er z.B., daf 
Krochmal an einer Stelle nur deswegen eine Bibelstelle zitiert, weil er dazu von 
Hegel den Hinweis bekommen hat. Eine genaue Auseinandersetzung mit diesem 
Buche wiirde uns hier zu weit fiihren. Unsere prinzipielle Erfassung des Problems, 
wie sie hier zum Ausdruck kommt, enthebt uns unseres Erachtens einer ins 
einzelne gehenden Kritik der erwahnten Schrift. 
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und emotionalen Eigenschaften des Volkes, aller sittlichen’ 


Tugenden, des Rechtlichen wie des Asthetischen usw.** 

Zwar spricht Krochmal klar und deutlich vom ,,Volks- 
geiste“, woraus manche Forscher eine unmittelbare Anlehnung 
an Hegel feststellen zu kénnen glaubten. Aber Krochmal selbst 
betont, da bei den ,,neueren Philosophen“ (,,o%2n7 ‘sns)“ 
diese Gesamtsumme der Volkseigentiimlichkeiten als Volks- 
geist bezeichnet wird.®® Wohlgemerkt, bei den ,,neueren Philo- 
sophen — und nicht ausschlieflich bei Hegel. Denn auch in 
diesem Punkte konnte Krochmal aus seiner philosophischen Ein- 
stellung heraus Hegel nicht folgen. Hegel gelangt zu der Auf- 


stellung seines Begriffs des ,,Volksgeistes“ durch seine spezifisch | 


logistisch-dialektische Methode — ein Weg, den Krochmal nie 
betreten hat. ,,Die Entwicklung fiihrt es mit sich,“ sagt Hegel, 
,daf§ sie ein Stufengang, eine Reihe weiterer Bestimmungen 
der Freiheit ist, welche durch den Begriff der Sache, d. i. hier 
der Natur der sich bewuft werdenden Freiheit, hervorgehen. 
Die logische und noch mehr die dialektische Natur des Be- 
griffes tberhaupt, dafS er sich selbst bestimmt, Bestimmungen 
in sich setzt und dieselben wieder aufhebt und durch dieses 
Aufheben selbst eine affirmative, und zwar reichere, kon- 
kretere Bestimmung gewinnt — diese Notwendigkeit und die 
notwendige Logik der reinen abstrakten Begriffsbestimmungen 
wird in der Logik erkannt. Hier haben wir nur dies aufzu- 
nehmen, daf jede Stufe als verschieden von der anderen ihr 
bestimmtes eigentiimliches Prinzip hat. Solches Prinzip ist in 
der Geschichte Bestimmtheit des Geistes eines Volkes. In dieser 
driickt er als konkret alle Seiten seines Bewuftseins und 
Wollens, seine ganze Wirklichkeit aus; sie ist das gemein- 
schaftliche Geprage seiner Religion, seiner politischen Ver- 
fassung, seiner Sittlichkeit, seines Rechtssystems, seiner Sitten, 
auch seiner Wissenschaft, Kunst und technischer Geschicklichkeit, 
der Richtung seiner Gewerbstatigkeit....“4° WVergleicht man 
Krochmals Charakteristik des ,,Volksgeistes“ mit diesen Hegel- 
schen Ausfiihrungen, so ist leicht einzusehen, da das Gemein- 


38 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 34. 
39 Ebenda, S. 35 ff. 


40 Vel. Vorlesungen iiber diePhilosophie der Geschichte, 1, Einleitung, S. 148—149. 
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same zwischen Krochmal und Hegel nur in denjenigen Momen- 
ten liegt, die Hegel mit der gesamten Philosophie seiner Zeit 
teilt, dagegen aber Krochmal nichts vom eigentlichen Hegel- 
tum, von demjenigen, was nur fiir Hegel allein charakteristisch 
ist, in seine Auffassung aufgenommen hat. Die Eigenart des 
Volksgeistes hat Krochmal akzeptiert, aber dieser Geist ent- 
faltet sich nicht auf dem Wege der logischen Trias: These— 
Antithese—Synthese, nicht dialektisch-begrifflich, sondern suk- 
zessiv, rein empirisch evolutionistisch im Laufe der historischen 
Entwicklung. Das Volk pragt sich seinen Charakter nicht aus 
logischer, sondern aus natiirlicher, naturhaft-biologischer Not- 
wendigkeit. Abgesehen davon ist der Begriff des ,,Volks- 
geistes“ viel Alter als die Hegelsche Philosophie. Bereits 
Montesquieu hat diesen Begriff mit besonderem Nachdruck in 
die historisch-wissenschaftliche Diskussion geworfen.4! Und 
wenn hier Krochmal von einem Philosophen abhingig gewesen 
sein soll, so wird es wohl eher Fichte als Hegel gewesen sein; 
und in der Tat ist dieser dialektikfreie ,, Volksgeist Krochmals 
Fichteschen Ursprungs.*? Fichte war derjenige, der dem Ato- 
misierungsgeist der europaischen Aufklarung, der ins Uferlose 
getriebenen Individualisierung mit aller Wucht entgegentrat. 


41In Montesquieus Esprit des lois finden wir mehrere Definitionen des 
» Volksgeistes“, die Krochmals Auffassung vom ,,Volksgeist“ direkt oder indirekt 
beeinfluft haben mdgen. (Vel. a. a. O., Buch I, XIX u. a. Auf Einzelheiten 
diirfen wir hier nicht eingehen.) Montesquieus Theorie vom ,,Volksgeist“ hat 
auch Herder (vgl.R. Haym, Herder nach seinem Leben und Wirken, 1880, 1) und 
die deutsche Romantik sehr stark beeinflufSt (vgl. auch Meinecke, Weltbiirgertum 
und Nationalstaat, 1908, S. 245, 267 u.a.). Uber Hegels Theorie vom ,,Volks- 
geist“ siche S. Brie, Der Volksgeist bei Hegel und in der historischen Rechtsschule, 1909. 

42 Vol. z. B. folgende Ausfiihrungen Fichtes: ,,Die geistige Natur vermochte 
des Wesen der Menschheit in héchst mannigfaltigen Abstufungen an Einzelnen 
und an der Einzelheit im grofen und ganzen, an Volkern darzustellen. — Nur 
in den unsichtbaren und den eigenen Augen verborgenen Eigentiimlichkeiten der 
Nationen, als demjenigen, wodurch sie mit der Quelle urspriinglichen Lebens 
zusammenhiangen, liegt die Biirgschaft ihrer gegenwartigen und zukiinftigen Wiirde, 
Tugend, Verdienstes; werden diese durch Verreibung abgestumpft, so entsteht 
Abtrennung von der geistigen Natur, aus dieser Flachheit, aus dieser die Ver- 
schmelzung aller zu dem gleichmafigen und einander hangenden Verderben.“ 
— Auf manche Beriihrungspunkte zwischen den hierflir in Frage kommenden 
Ausftihrungen Krochmals (S. W., S. 34 ff.) und der achten Rede der Fichteschen 
Reden an die deutsche Nation kénnen wir hier leider nicht eingehen. 
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Er war es, der im Staate die ,,Nation“ entdeckte. Er be- 
kampfte den Kosmopolitismus und Rationalismus und driickte — 
so der spateren Wissenschaft und der historischen Forschung 
das Geprage auf.? Der Fichtesche Begriff der ,,Nation“ laft 
sich bei Krochmal nachweisen, dagegen kann von einer Uber- 
einstimmung bei ihm mit dem in der Hegelschen Philosophie 
zentralen Begriffe des ,,Staates“ ganz und gar nicht die 
Rede sein. 

Nicht nur in der Erklarung des Werdens des Volksgeistes 
oder des Volkes zeigt sich Krochmal als vollig unabhangig von — 
Hegel, sondern auch in der Auffassung des Problems des Unter- 
ganges eines Volkes, obwohl sich Krochmal hier mit Hegel in 
manchem berihrt. Aber das ist ja gerade das Entscheidende, 
daf$ sogar in denjenigen Punkten, in denen Krochmal sich zwar 
mit Hegel beriihrt, er doch nicht in seinen Bahnen wandelt. 
Nach Hegel ist der Untergang eines Volkes folgendermafen 
zu verstehen: ,,Uberhaupt liegt das in der Forderung von 
Griinden; indem solche Griinde, d. h. etwas ganz abstrakt All- 
gemeines, als Basis fiir jene Gesetze nicht gefunden wurden, 
so wird die Vorstellung von der Tugend schwankend, das 
Absolute gilt nicht mehr als solches, sondern nur, indem es 
auf Griinden beruht. Damit tritt zugleich die Isolierung der 
Individuen voneinander und vom Ganzen ein.... Denn das 
Bewuftsein ist Subjektivitat, und diese hat das Bediirfnis in 
sich, sich zu vereinzeln. So erscheint dann die Eitelkeit, 
Selbstsucht; so treten die Leidenschaften, eigenen Interessen 
losgebunden, als Verderben hervor. Dies ist dann nicht der 
nattirliche Tod des Volksgeistes, sondern die Zerrissenheit 
in sich.“ 44 Auch Krochmal unterscheidet zwischen dem parti- 
kularen und universalen Geist. Das Geheimnis der Existenz 
des Judentums ist sein Verbundensein mit dem Universalgeiste. 
Nicht ein Volk wird und vergeht, sondern sein Geist. Wenn 
ein Volk zugrunde geht und von der ,,Biihne der Geschichte“ 


43 Vel. E. Lask, Fichtes Idealismus und die Geschichte, Note 22, 3. Teil; 
besonders v. S. 240 ff. 

** Gesperrt von mir. Vgl. Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, 
S160. 
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verschwindet, so wandert der Partikulargeist des betreffenden 
Volkes zu einem anderen raumlich oder zeitlich benachbarten 
Volke hintiber. Auch Krochmal scheint iiber den Untergang 
des Volkes im Sinne Hegels zu sprechen, aber das genuin He- 
gelsche, das Charakteristisch-dialektische verschwindet bei ihm 
auch hier. Die Ursachen, die den Untergang eines Volkes 
herbeifiihren, sind nicht dialektisch-logischer, sondern natiir- 
lich-menschlicher Art. Genuf sucht, Eitelkeit, Herrschsucht und 
Aberglaube, das ist bei Krochmal dasjenige, was eine Gemein- 
schaft zur Auflésung und Selbstvernichtung fiihrt — aber nicht 
das dem Bewuftsein als Subjektivitat innewohnende ,,Bediirf- 
nis, sich zu vereinzeln“. Hierin begegnen wir wieder dem 
Vico-Herderschen Einfluf§ auf Krochmal.*® Jene vier Laster 
sind als natiirliche, zeitlich und raumlich bedingte Krankheiten 
eines Gemeinschaftslebens aufzufassen, als eine physische und 
psychische Degeneration, die bei den einzelnen Individuen be- 
ginnt, um dann die Gesamtheit zu verseuchen. Nach Hegel 
kann ein Volk nicht mehr bestehen, wenn seine Besonderheit 
aufgehoben wird: ,,Wenn also durch den Gedanken bei einem 
Volke, wie z. B. bei den Athenern, die Besonderheit auf- 
gehoben wird, wenn der Gedanke sich dahin entwickelt, daf 
das besondere Prinzip dieses Volkes nicht mehr wesentlich ist, 
so kann dieses Volk nicht mehr existieren; es ist ein anderes 
Prinzip entstanden. Die Weltgeschichte geht dann zu einem 
anderen Volke iiber.“ #® Dieser Grundgedanke ist mit manchen 
entscheidenden Abweichungen bei Krochmal wiederzufinden.*? 
Aber Krochmal miifte sich mit aller Wucht gegen ein anderes 
von Hegel aufgestelltes Gesetz auflehnen: ,,Ein Volk kann 
nicht mehrere Stufen durchlaufen, es kann nicht zweimal in 
der Weltgeschichte Epoche machen. Wenn wahrhafte Interessen 
im Volke neu entstehen sollten, so mii&te der Geist eines 
Volkes dazu kommen, ein Neues zu wollen. — Woher denn 
sollte dieses Neue kommen? — Welthistorisch kann ein Volk 
nur einmal das herrschende sein, weil ihm im Prozesse des 


45 Vel. Herder, Auch eine Philosophie der Geschichte zur Bildung der Mensch- 
beit, S. 65. 

46 Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, 1, S. 181. 

47 Vel. N. K.s W., besonders S. 37. 
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Geistes nur ein Geschaft tibertragen sein kann.“ 48 Krochmals — 
Theorie der Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes und seiner Existenz 
steht vom Anfang bis zum Schluf im schroffsten Gegensatz zu 
Hegel. Die Ewigkeit des Judentums, seine Unausrottbarkeit, 
seine Stellung als ,,Lehrer vieler Volker“ und manch anderes 
lat sich auf keinen Fall mit Hegels Geschichtsphilosophie ver- 
einbaren. Denn nach Krochmal ist das ,,Geschaft des Juden- 
tums ein nie endendes, ein von Zeit und Raum vdllig Unab- 


hangiges. Hegel andererseits wiirde nie den theologisch-rationa- 


listisch-historischen Pragmatismus Krochmals decken. Er diirfte 
z. B. nie zugeben, dafs der israelitisch gestempelte Monotheismus 
die einzige art- und vélkererhaltende Kraft in sich birgt. Und 
daf§ auch Hegels Anschauung iiber das Altertum tiberhaupt, 
seine Stellung zu dem griechisch-rémischen Kulturkreis und zum 
Mittelalter nie diejenige Krochmals war und sein konnte, bedarf 
wohl kaum einer besonderen Erwahnung. 

Auch die Erérterung tiber den Platz, den der Begriff des 
»absoluten Geistes“ in Krochmals System einnimmt, 
wird deutlich zeigen, daf$§ Krochmal auch in diesem fiir das 
Hegelsche System eminent wichtigen Punkte seine eigenen 
Wege ging. 

Fiir Hegel war Philosophie — die Wissenschaft des Ab- 
soluten. Fichte hat zuerst den Begriff des absoluten ,,Ich“ ge- 
schaffen, der die Grundlage fiir seine ,,Wissenschaftslehre“ 
bildete. Dieses ,,Ich setzt — im Gegensatz zum teilbaren 
ich“, zum subjektiven ,,Ich“ — ein ,,Nicht-Ich“ entgegen. 
Schelling erhob dieses in ,,Ich“ und ,,Nicht-Ich“ Zerspaltene 
zur absoluten Identitat oder zur Indifferenz. Er erblickt in 
der absoluten Identitat das Ursein, aus dessen Selbstbewuft- 
sein der Urgegensatz von Subjekt und Objekt hervorgeht. Da 
aber diese Identitat nie qualitativ aufgelést werden kann, so 
fiihrt dieser Gegensatz nur zu quantitativen Unterschieden. 
Schelling nennt daher auch alle Dinge ,,Differenzen“ oder 
»Potenzen“. Hegel wollte nun die Prinzipien der Fichteschen 
und Schellingschen Systeme versdhnen: das ,,Ich“ im Kantisch- 
Fichteschen Sinn und die absolute Identitat im Sinne Schellings, 


48 Vel. Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, I, 8. 162—163. 
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das ,,Ich“ als SelbstbewuStsein und das Absolute.4® Das 
Absolute mit dem SelbstbewufStsein zusammengedacht ergibt 
die Idee des absoluten Geistes, das ist das Resultat jenes Hegel- 
schen Versuches, die Differenz zwischen Fichte und Schelling 
auszugleichen. Dieser absolute Geist ist Ausgangspunkt und 
Hohepunkt des Hegelschen philosophischen Systems. Der ab- 
solute Geist stellt die Einheit des subjektiven und objektiven 
Geistes dar, er erlangt seine Entfaltung in der objektiven 
Form der Anschauung als Kunst, in der subjektiven Form des 
Gefiihls und der Vorstellung, in der Form der Religion und 
in der subjektiv-objektiven Form des Denkens in der Philo- 
sophie. Der absolute Geist ist die ,,sich selbst wissende Idee 
oder Weltvernunft“.5° Bei Hegel ist das Absolute zuerst ein 
gewissermafien unbegrenztes Sein (,,Omnis determinatio est 
negatio“’ — Spinoza), und erst durch den dialektischen Prozef 
erhalt der Begriff des Absoluten — durch die Reihen der 
Setzungen und Entgegensetzungen — seinen ,,Inhalt“. 
Krochmal kam auf eine ganz andere Weise zum ,,ab- 
soluten Geist“. Nicht als Dialektiker, der den subjektiven 
mit dem objektiven Geist im absoluten Geist versdhnen will. 
Erwagungen ganz anderer Natur drangten ihn in diese Rich- 
tung. Als Mann des Glaubens, als Erbe des historischen Juden- 
tums und als Schiiler der abendlandischen Aufklarung und der 
Kantischen Philosophie nahm er seinen Weg zum ,,absoluten 
Geist“. Die Hegelsche Pointe fehlt auch hier bei Krochmal. 
Er kennt weder einen subjektiven noch einen objektiven Geist, 
er kennt nur einen partikularen und universalen Geist. Der 
partikulare Geist oder die partikularen Geister sind die ,,Heere 
des Himmels und der Erde“ (,p>sm own mxox“), die 
»Gotzen~ der alten Volker, der universale oder absolute Geist 
— ist der Gott Israels. Er ist die ,,Quelle alles geistigen 
Seins und dessen Resultat‘‘. Dieser ,,absolute Geist tragt die 
Garantie fiir die Ewigkeit und Uberzeitlichkeit des Judentums 
in sich. Im Gegensatz zu Hegels ,,absolutem Geiste“, der 
vorwiegend christlich gestempelt ist (denn die Trias subjek- 


49 Vel, hierzu S. W. Hegels Bd. I, S. 159—269: ,Differenz des Fichte- 
schen und Schellingschen Systems der Philosophie.“ 
50 Vgl. Phanomenologie, S. 33 ff. u.a. 
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tiver—objektiver—absoluter Geist entspricht der Dreieinig- 
keit von Vater, Sohn und Geist), ist Krochmals ,,absoluter 
Geist‘ extrem monotheistisch gedacht, als Gott des jiidischen 
Monotheismus. ,,Absoluter Geist ist bei Krochmal kein Resul- 
tat, kein Zusammengesetztes. Dieser ist ein Totum, eine Totali- 
tat sui generis. Die partikularen Geister (hier nicht die 
,,Gotzen“), die an ihm Anteil haben, sind keine mitformenden 
Teile eines Zusammengefiigten, sondern unvollkommene Ab- 
bilder der hdchsten Einheit. Der ,,absolute Geist“ nimmt die 
partikularen Geister nicht dialektisch-resultierend auf, sondern 
er ist tiber sie erhaben, ein véllig in sich ruhendes, unabhangig 
hdheres Wesen. Wenn selbst die partikularen Geister nicht da 
waren, so ware doch der ,,absolute Geist allein da. Der 
,sGeist ist Produkt des Menschen und der menschlichen Ge- 
sellschaft. Der ,,absolute Geist“ ist in bezug auf den Menschen, 
den Schdpfer alles historischen Seins, ein Primares und ein 
Letztes. Tiefer gesehen ist dieser ,,absolute Geist“ Krochmals 
die mittelalterliche ,,causa prima“ (mnwsn mby) der jiidischen 
Religionsphilosophie, etwas nuanciert — wenn auch rein ter- 
minologisch. — in der Richtung des deutschen Idealismus. Dieser 
hat nichts Gemeinsames mit der logisch-dialektischen Dynamik 
und auch nichts mit der Schellingschen Indifferenz. Der 
»absolute Geist‘ ist eine in der Geschichte iiberall wirksame 
Kraft, ja noch mehr eine die Geschichte mitschaffende Kraft. 
Was die jiidische Geschichte anbetrifft, so ist der ,,absolute 
Geist nicht nur ,,Schutzengel‘ des Judentums, sondern auch 
die Garantie fiir seine Identitat, Einheit und Uberzeitlichkeit. 

Aus dem Angefiihrten ist klar ersichtlich, daS, wenn auch 
Krochmal den ,,absoluten Geist’ als Grundpfeiler in sein 
System aufgenommen hat, er deswegen doch nicht zum Hegelia- 
ner gestempelt werden kann. Es kommt nicht auf die Termino- 
logie allein an, nicht auf den Gebrauch von gewissen Aus- 
driicken oder auf die sogenannte ,,Einbettung usw., sondern 
auf die Inhalte und Ideenzusammenhange, die hinter der 
Terminologie stehen. Das allein ist geistesgeschichtlich und be- 
griftsgeschichtlich von Belang. Und von hier aus gesehen 
konnte man vielleicht sagen, daf$ die eminent wichtige 
Stellung, die der Begriff des ,,absoluten Geistes“ in den philo- 
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sophischen Systemen Fichtes, Schellings und Hegels eingenom- 
men hat, Krochmal an den originir jiidischen Begriff des ,,ab- 
soluten Geistes“ erinnert hat, da ihn der deutsche Idealismus 
ermahnt hat, ein System des religids-ethischen jiidischen Idealis- 
mus zu schaffen. Aber nie hat sich dieser Krochmalsche Idea- 
lismus mit dem dialektisch-panlogistischen Idealismus identi- 
fizieren kénnen oder wollen. 


Til. KROCHMAL DER HisToRiKER UND KRITIKER 


Wir wenden uns nun denjenigen Gebieten zu, auf welchen 
Krochmal sich besonders schdpferisch ausgewirkt hat und auf 
denen er fiir die jiidische Wissenschaft bleibende Werte schuf. 
In der jiidischen Geschichte, in der kritischen Analyse der 
Bibel, der Halachah und der Aggadah u. a. — hier war 
Krochmal am originellsten, formal-methodologisch wie materia- 
liter, hier hat er der spateren jiidischen Forschung den Weg 
geebnet.®! Dessenungeachtet versuchte man, auch den_jiidi- 
schen Historiker N. Krochmal, den Bibel- und Halachah- 
_kritiker, zum Hegelianer zu stempeln. 

Verfolgen wir historisch die Entstehung dieser nicht mehr 
haltbaren Auffassung, so sehen wir, da®& sie auf bloSen Mif- 
verstandnissen beruht. Den ersten Anlaf fiir diese MifSdeutung 
gab die Dreiteilung, in die Krochmal die Universalgeschichte 
iiberhaupt und die jiidische Geschichte im besonderen zu periodi- 
sieren versuchte: I. Periode der Bliite und des Aufstiegs, 
II. Periode des Reifens und Beharrens auf der Hohe, III. Peri- 
ode der Abnahme und des Verfalls. Was die Konstruktion der 
judischen Geschichte anbetrifft, so zerfallen diese drei Haupt- 
perioden in je drei Unterperioden. Infolgedessen bekommen 
wir hier folgendes Schema: 


51 Wir méchten hier kurz auf S$. Shechters Bemerkung hinweisen: “I may 
assert with the utmost confidence that there is scarcely a single page in Krochmal’s 
book that did not afterwards give birth to some essay or monograph or even 
elaborate treatise, though their authors were not always very careful about 
mentioning the source of their inspiration. Thus Krochmal justly deserves the 
honourable title assigned to him by one of our greatest historians, who terms 
him the Father of Jewish Science.” Studies in Judaism, S. 81. 
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I. Zyklus: Blitedes Volkes. (Von Abraham dem Patri- 
archen bis Gedaljahu b. Achikam.) 
a) Bliite. (Von Abraham bis zum Auszug aus Agypten.) 
b) Hdhe. (Von der Eroberung Kanaans bis zum Tode Salo- 
mos. 
c) veel (Von der Teilung des K6nigreiches bis zur Zer- 
strung des ersten Tempels.) 


Il. Zyklus: Héhe. (Vom Babylonischen Exil bis zum Tode 

Bar-Kochbas und Rabbi Akibas.) 

a) Bliite. (Vom Exil bis zur Eroberung Persiens durch die 
Griechen.) 

b) Hohe. (Von der Vorherrschaft der Griechen bis zum Tode 
Alexander Jannais und dem Bruderstreit.) 

c) Verfall. (Vom Tode Alexandras bis zu den Verfolgungen 
durch die Romer.) 


Ill. Zyklus: Verfall. (Von Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi bis 
etwa gegen 1700.) 
a) Bliite. (Vom Abschlu& der Mischnah bis etwa zum Jahre 
1100.) 
b) Hohe. (Von 1100 bis etwa iiber 1300.) 
c) Verfall. (Von da ab bis gegen 1700.) *? 


Wie Krochmal sich den weiteren Gang der jiidischen Ge- 
schichte vorgestellt hat, ob er das 18. Jahrhundert, das Jahr- 
hundert Mendelssohns und der Aufklarung, als die erste Peri- 
ode, als die Bliiteperiode des 1V. Zyklus angesehen hat, dariiber 
laSt er uns im unklaren. Da wir hier aber, wie auch im fol- 
genden, von Einzelheiten, mdgen sie auch noch so wichtig fir 
uns sein, Abstand nehmen miissen, kénnen wir keineswegs 
darauf eingehen, wie Krochmal die geschichtlichen Prozesse der 
Entwicklung des Judentums in den drei schematisch skizzierten 
Zyklen gesehen und dargestellt hat. Worauf es uns in diesem 
Zusammenhange ankommt, ist die Tatsache, daf§ bis in die 


52 Wir haben dieses Schema hier absichtlich angefiihrt, da sich manche 
darin nicht ganz zurechtgefunden haben. Vel. z. B. Shechter, Studies in Judaism, 
S.77, wonach der III. Zyklus die Zeitspanne von R. J. Hanassi bis zum spanischen 
Exil umfassen wiirde, was, wie hier bereits angedeutet worden ist, nicht zutreffend ist. 
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Gegenwart hinein diese triadische Periodisierung Krochmals 
sonderbarer- und irrtiimlicherweise als Hegelianismus gekenn- 
zeichnet wird.®* Dies zeigt besonders anschaulich, wie grof die 
Begriffsverwirrung auf diesem Gebiete ist und wie sehr es not- 
tut, all diese Probleme streng kritisch und begriffsgeschichtlich 
anzufassen. Was hat denn Hegel — der die ganze geschicht- 
liche Entwicklung in einer Trias der These—Antithese—Syn- 
these vor sich gehen lat — mit dieser Krochmalschen Drei- 
teilung gemein? Waren diese beiden Trichotomien parallel, so 
kamen wir dazu, die I. Periode (Bliite) als Thesis, die II. Peri- 
ode (Hthe) als Antithesis und die III. Periode (Verfall) als 
Synthesis zu kennzeichnen. Die Verfallsperiode — die Syn- 
thesis! Betrachten wir die Krochmalsche Dreiteilung niher: 
Ist sie begrifflicher Natur? Ist ihr Ausgangspunkt die Dialek- 
tik? Ist es eine logische oder panlogistische Trichotomie? Nein, 
sie ist eine rein empirische, keine apriorische, sondern eine 
aposteriorisch-konstatierende und hat weder mit Logik noch 
mit Dialektik etwas zu tun. Bliite, Hohe und Verfall sind fir 
Krochmal keine Durchgangsstufen einer uber aller Empirie 
sich entfaltenden Vernunft. Es sind rein natiirliche Stufen, die 
man auf natiirlichem Wege bei jedem Wesen, das den Gesetzen 
des Werdens und Vergehens untergeordnet ist, nachweisen 
k6énnte. Diese Dreiteilung kennzeichnet nur die immanente Ent- 
wicklungstendenz der Geschichte. Sie kann als Analogon zum 
Leben des Individuums (Jugend, Mannesalter, Greisenalter) 
oder zum Tage (Morgen, Mittag, Abend) aufgefaft werden. 
Diese allegorisch-didaktische Trichotomie wird bereits lange vor 
Hegel angewandt, und zwar vorwiegend von Vico und Her- 
der.54 Von ihnen hat sie Krochmal auch fiir den Aufbau der 
jiidischen Geschichte titbernommen. Sie ist ihm ein blofer metho- 
discher Griff, um in die Mannigfaltigkeit des historischen Ge- 


53 Vel. z.B. S. Bernfeld, Dor Hacham, 1896, S. 15 ff.; ebenfalls S. Hurwitz, 
Ziyun Pnefesh Rabenu Nachman ha Kohen Krochmal, S. 53 ff. 

54 Vel. z.B. Herder, Auch eine usw., S. 47: »Daf& kein Volk lange geblieben 
und bleiben konnte, was es war, da jedes, wie jede Kunst und Wissenschaft 
— und was in der Welt nicht? — seine Periode des Wachstums, der Bliite und 
der Abnahme gehabt...“ Vel. ebenda, S. 10, 12, 23, 39. Wel. auch Vico, 
Grundziige usw., S. 70 ff. 
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schehens der Jahrtausende Ordnung und Sinn hineinzubringen, 
eine Versinnbildlichung, kein an das Werden herangetragener 
metaphysischer Mafstab, sondern die Veranschaulichung der 
Innengesetzlichkeit der natiirlichen Sukzession des geschicht- 
lichen Geschehens. 


Der bedeutende Religionsphilosoph Ernst Troeltsch hat — 


sehr eindrucksvoll und prazise das Wesen der Hegelschen histo- 
rischen Dialektik dargestellt.°> Mit dem Sturze der mathe- 
matisch und naturwissenschaftlich orientierten Systeme ging der 
Stern der Historie auf. Teils im Gegensatz und teils als Er- 


ganzung zu Schellings Naturphilosophie tauchte Hegels © 


Geschichtsphilosophie auf, die nicht der historischen 


Forschung, sondern dem Suchen nach einer Weltanschauung ~ 
und Weltbeziehung ihren Ursprung zu verdanken hat; daher — 
ist sie von Haus aus synthetischer und nicht analytischer Natur. — 


Die Hegelsche Dialektik hat verschiedene, teils Leibniz-Spino- 
zistische, teils Kantisch-Fichtesche Elemente in sich aufgenom- 
men: die Leibnizische Lehre von einem aufsteigenden Fort- 


schritt, der den unbewuften Vernunftgehalt in bewuSte Ein- — 
heit tberfiihrt, wie auch die stetige Vorwartsbewegung der — 


Monade, die durch ihre Eigengesetzlichkeit getrieben wird; 
dann die Kantisch-Fichtesche Auffassung des Fortschrittes als 
ein Fortschreiten des praktischen, handelnden Willens, der sich 
und die Vernunft im Gegensatz zur Sinnlichkeit und zum 
Egoismus durchzusetzen versteht, wie auch den Aufbau der 
Wissenschaft auf Grund des SelbstbewufStseins der Vernunft 
und der Einheit der Gegensatze. Im Gegensatz zu der tradi- 
tionellen Logik, zu der ,,Seins-Logik“, die von den Erscheinun- 
gen nicht loskommen kann, um zur Bewegung vorzudringen, 
sucht die dynamische Logik das Werden zu verstehen, der 
Realitat der Gegensatze, ihrem Sich-Ineinander-Entwickeln ge- 
recht zu werden. (Uber das Problem der Gegensatze werden 
wir spater zu sprechen haben.) Hegel griff in seiner Dialektik 
diese Logik des Werdens und der Bewegung, die dynamische 


88 Vgl. Der Historismus und seine Probleme, 1, §. 243—277. Uber Hegels 
Dialektik der Geschichte vgl. ebenso B. Croce, Lebendiges und Totes in Hegels 
Philosophie, 1909, S. 28 ff. 
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Logik, besonders auf. (Mit diesem Begriff des Werdens geriet 
Hegel in Gegensatz zum Satze des Widerspruchs und lenkte 
in die bekannten Bahnen des Nicolaus von Kues und der ihm 
gleichgesinnten Philosophen ein.) Gerade die Geschichte — die 
Sphare des unaufhérlichen Werdens — demonstriert am besten, 
wieviel die dynamische Logik fiir sich hat, um wieviel mehr 
sie der Wirklichkeit gerecht werden kann als die gewdhnliche 
Logik. Das ganze historische Geschehen wird von Hegel und 
seiner Schule in den triadischen Fortschritt (Thesis—Antithesis 
—Synthesis oder: Affirmation, Negation, Negation der Nega- 
tion oder Reaffirmation) hineingepreSt, den der ununter- 
brochen bewegte Geist, der stets von der Setzung zur Ent- 
gegensetzung, von der Position zu ihrem Gegenteil fortschrei- 
tende, seinem dialektischen Charakter und seiner Bewegungs- 
eigentiimlichkeit gemaf durchzumachen hat. Auch der ,, Welt- 
geist ist ein sich selbst Bewegender; den Anstof zur Bewegung 
erhalt er von einer Reihe von Gegensdtzen: subjektiv—ob- 
jektiv, konkret—abstrakt, endlich—unendlich, Freiheit—Un- 
freiheit u. a. Dies war der leitende Gesichtspunkt des Hegelia- 
nismus tberhaupt fiir die Einteilung der Geschichte, die fiir 
ihn ein Schauplatz der Dialektik war, aus dem er sich immer 
das fiir seine Kontrastierung und Triadisierung Passende aus- 
suchte — also auch das Ausleseprinzip. 

Damit sind wir nun am entscheidenden Punkt angelangt. 
Der Grundunterschied zwischen Krochmal und Hegel, von dem 
alle anderen Differenzen nur direkte oder indirekte Ableitun- 
gen darstellen, besteht darin, daf’ Krochmals historische 
Methode genetischer Natur ist und die Hegels — 
dialektischer Natur. Adolf ‘Trendelenburg, der Er- 
neuerer des Aristotelismus im 19. Jahrhundert, war es, der be- 
sonders scharf die dialektische Methode von der genetischen 
unterschieden hat.®* Die dialektische Methode kann nur ge- 


56 Siche A. Trendelenburg, Logische Untersuchungen, Berlin 1840, haupt- 
sachlich Kap. II (,,Die dialektische Methode“), S. 23—99. Man vergleiche eben- 
falls Trendelenburgs Streitschrift Die logische Frage in Hegels System, Leipzig 1843, 
in der die Unwissenschaftlichkeit der dialektischen Methode Hegels besonders 
scharf betont wird. Eine Reihe von Zeitgenossen, wie Kapp, H. Ritter, E. Reinhold, 
Striimpel, Weif, F. Exner u. a., teilten den Trendelenburgschen Standpunkt. Uber 
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gebene Begriffe mit den ihnen entgegengesetzten vergleichen, 
sie in ihre Gegensatze umschlagen lassen, also Begriffe setzen 
und entgegensetzen. Aber diese Methode ist nicht imstande, die 
Ursachen und Bedingungen des empirisch-tatsachlichen, 
historischen Geschehens ausfindig zu machen und sie genetisch 
zu deuten. Ursache und Wirkung sind gewissermafen ,,fremde“ 
Begriffe fiir die Hegelsche Dialektik. Ja, eine der Haupt- 
tendenzen der Hegelschen Logik der Dynamik angewandt auf 
die Geschichte, ist doch gerade, die Kausalitat durch 
Dialektik zu ersetzen. In seiner Philosophie des Rechtes ** 
sagt Hegel ausdriicklich, dafS§ der historische Ursprung 
des Staates fiir die Idee desselben ganz irrelevant ist. 
So versucht Hegel z. B. auch nie, den historischen Ursprung 
der Kunst zu erfassen. Beschreiben und Erklaren sind nicht 
Sache dieser dialektischen Methode. Die daraus entstandene 
Willkiirlichkeit des Hegelschen Ausleseprinzips und manche 
Gewaltkonstruktionen, die dialektisch notwendig, historisch- 
empirisch aber ganz unzulassig sind, seine Ignorierung der- 
jenigen Tatsachen, die er nicht mit seinem System in Einklang 
bringen konnte — diese und ahnliche Fehlgriffe der dialek- 
tischen Methode sind mehrfach von Hegelkritikern in ver- 
schiedenster Weise besonders hervorgehoben worden.®® Unser 
Philosoph hingegen kennt nur die genetische Methode allein. 
Mehrfach betont er, daf§$ er kein anderes Ziel in seiner Ge- 
schichtsschreibung verfolgt als dies, den ,,Charakter des [jiidi- 
schen] Volkes und seines Geistes“’ je nach der betreffenden 
Periode zu ergriinden.®® Nicht nach logisch-dialektischen Prin- 
zipien soll der ,,Charakter“ des Geistes des Judentums fest- 
gestellt werden, sondern nach rein deskriptiv-empirischen Prin- 


den Trendelenburg-Gablerschen Streit um die Methode des Meisters vgl. I. H. 
Fichte, Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und spekulative Theologie, 1843, XI, S. 43 ff. — 
Uber Hegels dialektische Methode siehe Ernst Cassirer, Das Erkenntnisproblem in 
der Philosophie und Wissenschaft der neueren Zeit, WH, S. 361 ff.; vgl. auch das 
Il. Kap. meines Buches L. Feuerbach und die deutsche Philosophie. 

57 § 258, Anm. 

%8 Vel. z. B. P. Barth, Die Geschichtsphilosophie Hegels und der Hegelianer, 
Leipzig 1890. Vgl. ebenfalls die sehr scharfe Kritik der Hegelschen Geschichts- 
auffassung bei dem Neuhegelianer B. Croce, Lebendiges und Totes usw., S.108—121. 

59 Vel. N. K.s W., S.71, 5o—51, 88 u.a. (,,por pots naw osmian maim panes noon“). 
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zipien der genetischen Methode. Krochmal will lediglich die 
historischen Tatsachen verstehen, bei ihm besteht kein Zu- 
sammenhang zwischen Logik und Geschichte, geschweige denn 
eine Unterordnung der Geschichte unter die Logik. Selbstver- 
standlich ist Geschichte fiir ihn auch kein Schauplatz fiir die 
Entfaltung der Gesetze des Werdens, die Gesetze der dyna- 
mischen Logik. 

Auch das Problem der Gegensatzlichkeit — metaphysisch 
und historisch gesehen — kann uns beweisen, wieweit Kroch- 
mal yon Hegel entfernt war. Das Problem der Gegensitze 
ist ein Kardinalproblem in der Philosophie. Nach manchen 
Richtungen hin versuchten die Philosophen aller Zeiten mit 
diesem Problem fertig zu werden. Besonders hei und scharf 
ist tiber dieses Problem gegen Ausgang des Mittelalters debat- 
tiert worden. Nicolaus Cusanus, Giordano Bruno, Jacob 
Bohme versuchten, ein jeder auf seine Art, diese Frage zu 
ldésen. Cartesius wollte die beiden Substanzen Denken und 
Ausdehnung, cogitatio und extensio, in Gott aussdhnen. 
Spinoza hat sie als Einheit in der allumfassenden Substanz 
vereinigen wollen. Fiir Leibniz waren die Gegensatze ,,Ver- 
dunkelungen® der realiter bestehenden logischen Kontinuitat, 
und er suchte seine Zuflucht bei einem philosophischen Opti- 
mismus. Die Popularphilosophie des 18. Jahrhunderts — ab- 
gesehen von wenigen Ausnahmen — erblickte in Gott die 
Loésung aller Widerspriiche, den Sammelpunkt aller Anti- 
thesen. Fir Kant z. B. bedeuten die Gegensadtze den Streit 
zwischen Sinnlichkeit und Vernunft, Sinnlichkeit und auto- 
nomer Sittlichkeit. Hegels Fassung des Problems der Gegen- 
satze ist ganz anders ausgefallen: er kennt kein Zusammen- 
fallen der Gegensatze in ein Drittes, Hdheres, das unbekannt 
ist, keine ruhende Schellingsche Identitat, sondern die Einheit 
und die Verschiedenheit bestehen beide zugleich, die Gegen- 
satze sind real. Fiir ihn macht also die Gegensatzlichkeit das 
Wesen der Wirklichkeit aus, die Gegensadtze sind die treiben- 
den Krafte des historischen Geschehens, Bedingungen fiir das 
Werden, ja, die lebendigen Ausdrucksformen eben dieses 
Werdens. 
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Ganz anders Krochmal. Darin ist er Wolfianer, Schiiler 
der jiidisch-mittelalterlichen Philosophie und der Mendelssohn- 
schen Aufklarungsphilosophie zugleich. Krochmal will das 
Problem der Gegensatze durch ein Zuriickfiihren derselben auf 
den Ursprung lésen. Geht man den jeweiligen Gegensdtzen 
auf den Grund, so erweisen sie sich immer als blofe Schein- 
gegensatze. Gegensatze sind blofe Abweichungen vom Ge- 
raden, als Extreme sind sie nur ,,schadlich“ und ,,gefahrlich“. 
Die ,,Antinomien“, die Krochmal in der vierten ,,Pforte ent- 
wickelt, sind vorwiegend religids-traditioneller und nicht 
logisch-metaphysischer Natur. Wer hier eine Anlehnung an 
Hegels Dialektik erblicken will,®° scheint den wirklichen Tat- 
bestand ganz aufer acht zu lassen. Charakteristisch ist die 
Jeruschalmi-Stelle, die Krochmal als Motto der zweiten Pforte 
des M.N.H. voranschickt: ,,Diese Thora gleicht zwei Pfaden: 
der eine ein Feuerweg, der andere ein Schneeweg. Geht man 
den ersten — verbrennt man im Feuer, geht man den andern 
— erfriert man im Schnee. Was tun? Die Mitte einschlagen.“ * 
Wahrend Hegel, der Dialektiker, um die Gegensdtze ringt, 
um die Setzung der Entgegengesetzten, misht sich Krochmal 
allein um die kompromifSmafige Versohnung. Um mit Kroch- 
mal zu sprechen: Hegel sucht die ,,zwei Pfade“, Krochmal 
aber sucht die ,,Mitte“, sie ist sein Ideal. Hegel erfreut sich 
am Kampf der Gegensatze (den Krochmal als blof&e ,,Ver- 
wirrung — sonn — betrachtet), an dem Herakliteischen 
yalles flief&t‘‘; dieser ewige Kampf ist ihm keine ,,Krankheit, 
keine ,, Verwirrung. Hegel lebt von den zwei Pfaden, von dem 
»Feuer“ und dem ,,Schnee“. Sein ganzes Philosophieren nahrt 
sich von der Dynamik des Werdens, vom stetigen Kampf der 
Extreme, die Krochmal nie zugesagt haben.® 


60 Vgl. J. L. Landau, N. K. usw., S. 25. 

61 Talmud Jeruschalmi, Hagigah, Il. Kap., Halachah 1, ed. Wilno, S. 9a; 
gemeint ist dort ,,n3209 nwyn“. 

62 In der vierten ,,Pforte“ des MZ N. H. widerspricht sich K. selber, indem er 
einerseits von Extremen spricht, von denen ein jedes an sich ,schadlich* und 
»gefahrlich“ ist, andererseits von solchen, die nur in ihrer Entgegensetzung ,, Ver- 
wirrung“ anstiften miissen, aber von denen jedes an sich weder ,,schadlich* noch 
»gefahrlich® ist. Das Durcheinanderbringen dieser verschiedenen Arten derExtreme 
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Ebenso — um zu einem weiteren Punkt iiberzugehen — 
kann David Neumarks Ansicht, wonach Krochmal, den Fuf- 
stapfen Hegels folgend, sein historisches System auf der An- 
nahme aufgebaut hat, dafS man die Ordnung des historischen 
Geschehens nach apriorischen Ideen feststellen kénnte, nicht 
akzeptiert werden.** Krochmal kannte weder ein a priori in 
seiner Geschichtsschreibung noch in seinen wissenschaftlichen 
Forschungen tiberhaupt, er war durch und durch aposteriori- 
scher Geschichtsschreiber. Noch Asariah de Rossi, der Begriin- 
der der kritisch-jiidischen Geschichtsschreibung, entschuldigte 
die historischen Ungenauigkeiten ,,unserer Weisen“, ihre 
Gleichgiiltigkeit in bezug auf die Geschichte mit dem Hinweis 
darauf, daf erstens die Juden iiberhaupt keine Geschichte 
brauchten, denn alles ware schon in der Thora angedeutet, 
und dafi zweitens die Beschreibung des Verflossenen an sich 
gegenstandslos und irrelevant fiir sie gewesen sei, denn ‘sn 
mn mins.6* Gerade mit diesem mn mint x» wollte Krochmal end- 
lich kategorisch aufrdumen. Er will die Dinge sehen, wie sie 
waren. Geschichtsforschung ist fiir ihn vorwiegend Analyse, 
Zergliederung des historischen Geschehens, dessen Klarung und 
Ergriindung. Krochmal strebt danach, zu einer geschichtlichen 
Synthese zu gelangen, aber nicht auf Kosten der empirisch- 
historischen Tatsachlichkeit. Wenn er auch die Totalitat des 
historischen Prozesses erfassen will, so ist er doch immer auf. 
der Hut, nicht die geringsten Einzelheiten aufer acht zu lassen. 
Krochmal vergewaltigt nie die Tatsachen, damit das allge- 
meine, apriorische Prinzip recht behalten kann. Er hat nie aus 
einem geschichtlichen Zusammenhang nur diejenigen Tatsachen 
ausgewahlt, die in sein vorgefafites System hineinpafsten. 
Hegel dagegen glaubt, der Historiker miisse nur einen Teil 
der geschichtlichen Tatsachen beriicksichtigen, er miisse nur die- 
jenigen Tiatsachen als historisch behandeln, die Durchgangs- 
stufen und -momente fiir die dialektische Entfaltung des 


hindert auch, die richtige Lésung zu finden. Diese und manche &hnlichen Wider- 
spriiche im M. N. H. haben wir in einem anderen Zusammenhange ganz aus- 
fithrlich behandelt. 

63 Vgl. R. Nachman Krochmal, Hashiloah, XV, 1905, S. 268—272. 

64 Vel. Mée’or ‘enayim, imre binah, Kap. 27, S. 254 ff. 
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Geistes sind und die direkte Beziehung auf den Staat haben.®® 


Alle anderen Tatsachen sind nach Hegel nur ein ,,Ballast“ derGe- 


schichte, eine iiberfliissige Stofttiberbiirdung, die der Geschichts- 
forschung nur hinderlich sein kann. Er halt es daher fiir richti- 
ger, aie ganzen ,,Rest der Geschichte — und dieser ,,Reststoft“ 
ist die tiberwiegende Mehrheit der Mannigfaltigkeit des histori- 
schen Geschehens — den Romanschriftstellern und Kiinstlern als 
Stoff fiir ihr Fabulieren und Dichten zu iiberlassen. Auf Grund 
dieser Hegelschen Auffassung haben bekanntlich manche seiner 
Jiinger (wie z. B. der Hegelianer Eduard Gans) eine Reihe von 
Unterscheidungen auf dem Gebiete der Geschichte vorgenom- 
men, wie zwischen Geschichte und Nicht-Geschichte, wichtigen 
und unwichtigen Tatsachen, innerlich notwendigen Tiatsachen 
und iiberfliissigen Auferlichkeiten, grofen und kleinen Peri- 
oden, wichtigen und unwichtigen Vélkern. Und sehr zutreffend 
hat der italienische Neu-Hegelianer B. Croce gesagt: ,,Bevor 
Hegel Daten der Tatsachen aufsucht, weifs er schon, welche es 
sein miissen; er kennt sie im voraus, wie man die philo- 
sophischen Wahrheiten kennt, die der Geist in seinem univer- 
salen Sein findet, und er nimmtsie nicht aus den Tat- 
sachen‘, denn Hegels Geschichte ist eine ,,fix und fertige 
Geschichte, die nur noch mit Namen und Daten bekleidet zu 
werden braucht“.6* Von Hegel, der in mehr als einer. Hinsicht 


65 Vel. Vorlesungen itber die Philosophie der Geschichte, S. 146: ,,Erst im Staate 
mit dem Bewuftsein von Gesetzen sind klare Taten vorhanden und mit ihnen 
die Klarheit eines Bewufstseins tiber sie, welche die Fahigkeit und das Bediirfnis 
gibt, sie so aufzubewahren.* Vel. ebenda, S. 150, tiber Hegels Apriorismus: ,,Dies 
zu leisten [die bestimmten Besonderheiten als das eigentiimliche Prinzip eines 
Volkes ausmachend zu erweisen] setzt nicht nur eine geiibte Abstraktion, sondern 
auch schon eine vertraute Bekanntschaft mit den Ideen voraus; man mu mit 
dem Kreise dessen, worin die Prinzipien fallen, wenn man es so nennen will, 
a priori vertraut sein.“ Ebenfalls S. 137: ,,Dieses alles (die Gegensatze und die 
Versdhnung zwischen dem subjektiven und objektiven Geist) nun ist das Apriori- 
sche der Geschichte, dem die Erfahrung entsprechen muf.“ 

€ Vel. Lebendiges und Totes usw.,S.114—115. Gesperrt von mir. E.Troeltsch 
versucht zwar Hegels Apriorismus in Schutz zu nehmen (Der Historismus usw., 
S. 253, 265 ff.). Dieser scharfsinnige Versuch scheint mir aber doch die unzihligen 
»Sunden* Hegels in bezug auf 98 empirische Geschichte nicht ganz aus der Welt 
schaffen zu kénnen. Ubrigens gibt Troeltsch selber im Laufe seiner Abhandlung 
zu, da Hegels Dialektik ,,der Komplexitat, der materiellen Bedingtheit und den 
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der Geschichtswissenschaft neuen Schwung verliehen hat, ist 
allzusehr bekannt, welche geringschatzige und feindliche Hal- 
tung er den Historikern von Fach gegeniiber eingenommen 
hat, wieviel Ironie und iiberhebliche Verachtung er den For- 
schern entgegenbrachte, die sich rein deskriptiy und genetisch 
auf dem Gebiete der Geschichte betatigt haben. Diese Ironie 
galt nicht allein den Mannern dieses Gebietes, sondern zum 
Teil auch der Geschichte, der materialen Geschichtsforschung 
selber. Denn die Idee der Hegelschen Geschichtsphilosophie 
hebt gewissermafen die Selbstandigkeit der Geschichtsschrei- 
bung zugunsten der reinen Philosophie auf. Die Philosophie 
der Geschichte verneint direkt die Geschichte; sie ist’ fiir Hegel 
die ,denkende Betrachtung der Geschichte“, woraus zu er- 
sehen ist, wie schon B. Croce angedeutet hat, daf§ die Ge- 
schichte als solche entweder kein ,,Gedanke“ oder aber ein 
,unvollkommener Gedanke“ ist. Daf Krochmals Einstellung 
zur empirischen Geschichtsschreibung ganz andere Art war, 
brauchen wir kaum zu erwahnen. Wie freute sich z. B. Kroch- 
mal, daf$ er es noch erlebt hat, Manner in seinem Zeitalter zu. 
sehen, die sich der Erforschung der jiidischen Wissenschaft 
widmeten, die sich der empirischen Kritik und sachlichen 
Arbeit auf dem Gebiete des Judentums zuwandten.®? 

Auch iiber den Nutzen der Geschichtsforschung tiberhaupt 
gehen die Ansichten Krochmals und Hegels véllig auseinander. 
Nach Krochmal ist das Ziel der Historiographie ein rein 
didaktisches.6® Diese seine Auffassung kommt der allgemeinen 
Auffassung itiber den Sinn der Geschichte sehr nahe, nach der 
man Geschichte treibt, um durch die Vergangenheit die Gegen- 
wart zu verstehen und die Zukunft vorauszusehen. Hegel aber 
mufte von der hohen Warte des panlogistischen Idealismus 
alle diese didaktischen Tendenzen und pddagogischen Sinn- 
deutungen vollig ablehnen. Das einzige, was man nach Hegel 


wirklichen und mannigfaltigen Interessen des geschichtlichen Lebens nicht gerecht 
wird“, da& diese gewaltsame monistische Tendenz alles ,,verwischt“ (ebenda, 
S. 266, 275). Aber das ist nicht die Schuld des Monismus allein, ja hieran ist der 
Apriorismus der ,,Hauptschuldige“. 

&7 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 248 u.a. 

€8 Vel. ebenda, S. 112, 167. 
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aus der Geschichte lernen kénnte, ware, daf§ niemand aus der ~ 


Geschichte je irgend etwas gelernt hat.%® 

Was also die grofSen metaphysischen Probleme wie auch 
die Methoden des Forschens anbetrifft, ist Krochmal darin 
nicht im geringsten als Hegelianer zu bezeichnen. Sehen wir 
nun von der Krochmalschen Geschichtsschreibung ab und wen- 
den uns seinen Forschungen auf dem Gebiete der Bibelkritik, 
der Halachah und Aggadah zu. Selbstverstandlich kénnen wir 
hier in diesem Zusammenhange auf die Methodik und die 
Resultate dieses Krochmalschen Schaffens nicht eingehen.*? 
Da diese Forschungen Krochmals aber bahnbrechend und 
wegweisend fiir die spatere Generation der jiidischen Forscher 
geworden ist, kénnte man vielleicht hier nur kurz angedeutet 
aus dem Munde des Verfassers des Dor dor wedorshaw, 
A. H. Weif, entnehmen, der in seiner Autobiographie den 
bleibenden Eindruck, den der M.N.H. auf die Ausbildung 
seiner Halachah-Forschung gemacht hat, besonders hervor- 
hebt.71_ Daf ferner seine bibelkritischen Untersuchungen noch 
bis auf den heutigen Tag ihre Aktualitat nicht verloren haben, 
ist eine feststehende Tatsache. Der Bibelkritiker Steuernagel 7? 
und manche anderen Bibelkritiker greifen in vielen Punkten 
auf Krochmal zuriick. Aber all dies wiirde uns in einem ande- 
ren Zusammenhange viel mehr interessieren. Worauf es uns 
hier ankommt, ist doch nur die Feststellung, ob in der Krénung 
des M.N.H., der Bibel-, Halachah- und Aggadah-Kritik, 
irgendeine Abhangigkeit von Hegel nachzuweisen ware. Schon 
die Frage allein scheint mir gerade in diesem Falle absolut 
unzulassig. Aber wir waren gezwungen sie aufzuwerfen, weil 
es immer wieder Forscher gibt, die ohne irgendwelche Grund- 
lagen von Hegelschen Einfluf% in Krochmals Abhandlungen 


69 Vgl. Vorlesungen tiber die Philosophie der Geschichte, 1, S. 179. 

70 Vgl. hierfiir unsere genannte Einleitung za Krochmals samtlichen Werken 
von S. 99 bis 159. 

71 Vel. A. H. Wei, Zikronotai, Warschau, S. 123. Vgl. auch S. Shechter, 
Studies in Judaism: “He it was who taught Jewish scholars how to submit the 
ancient Rabbinic records to the test of criticism and the way in which they might 
be utilised for the purpose of historical studies...” 

72 Vel. Lehrbuch der Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Tiibingen 1912, S. 720. 
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tiber Bibel, Halachah und Aggadah sprechen.7? Aber was hat 
denn eigentlich Krochmals Anlehnung an Ibn Esra in bezug 
auf das Jesaja-Problem, sein Aufsuchen der verschiedenen 
»Fiallel“ in den Psalmen, seine Forschungen iiber Kohelet, 
Esra, Daniel u. a. mit metaphysischen Problemen iiberhaupt 
und mit Hegels Philosophie insbesondere zu tun? Was hat die 
grandiose Halachah-,,Pforte“ (,,Pforte“ 13), die methodisch 
wie inhaltlich eine Glanzleistung Krochmals ist, die die Richt- 
linien fiir eine weitere, streng historisch sachliche Behandlungs- 
weise geliefert hat, mit dem panlogistischen Idealismus ge- 
meinsam? Was kénnte Krochmals sehr scharfsinniger Versuch 
iiber den Sinn und Wert der Aggadah, die Klassifizierung der 
verschiedenen Gattungen derselben, die Unterscheidung zwi- 
schen Aggadah und Aggad’ta (sntus) usw. mit einer dynami- 
schen Dialektik tiberhaupt zu tun haben? Was die Bibel, 
Halachah, Aggadah, Philos Philosophie, das Essaer-Problem 
usw. anbelangt, so war Krochmal da ein streng empirischer 
Historiker, der, geleitet von der Liebe zur Wahrheit, mit 
vielen feststehenden Ansichten gebrochen und eine Bresche in 
die Mauer der kritiklos iiberlieferten und unantastbaren 
Grundsatze geschlagen hat. Es besteht also nicht der geringste 
Zusammenhang zwischen Hegels Philosophie oder irgendeinem 
anderen metaphysischen System und Krochmals Aus- 
fiihrungen auf den obengenannten Gebieten. Wenn man hier 
nach Einfliissen fahndet, so kann man sie nur bei Maimonides, 
Ibn Esra, Asaria de Rossi einerseits und bei der neueren histo- 
risch-kritischen Schule andererseits suchen. Nur diesen Ein- 
fliissen haben Krochmals genannte Abhandlungen ihren Aus- 
gangspunkt und teilweise auch ihre weitere Gestaltung zu ver- 
danken. 


IV. DER FRAGMENTARISCHE VERSUCH DER LOGIK 


Uberblicken wir kurz zusammenfassend den gesamten 
M.N.H., so sehen wir: Die ersten vier ,,Pforten“, die gewisser- 
mafen die Einleitung zum Krochmalschen Werke bilden, 


73 Vgl. z. B. Soloweitschik-Rubaschow, Toldot bikoret hamikra, S. 150, wo- 
nach Krochmal als ,,frommer Schiiler Hegels* an die Deutung der Bibelprobleme 
herangegangen sein soll. 
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weisen gar keine Spur des Hegelschen Einflusses auf. Im 
Gegenteil, in der Behandlung des Problems der Gegensatzlich-. 
keit steht Krochmal, wie bereits oben angedeutet, im schroff- 
sten Gegensatz zu Hegel. Die fiinfte ,,Pforte — ,,Die Ab- 
sicht und das Ziel‘‘ —, die sich mit dem Problem der teleologi- 
schen Naturerklarung befaft, kniipft teils an Maimonides’ 
Auseinandersetzung mit Galenus,’* teils an Kants Kritik der 
Urteilskraft an.7°> Die kurze sechste religionsphilosophische 
Pforte erinnert zwar in einigen ihrer Ausdriicke an Hegel, 
aber die hier betonte Gleichheit zwischen Religion und Reli- 
gionsphilosophie, zwischen dem ,,Gebildeten“ (,,2°>2wn“) und 
Glaubigen ist in dieser Nuancierung nicht Hegelschen (Hegel 
hat doch bekanntlich die Religion mit der Philosophie gleicli- 
gesetzt, denn was die erste in Vorstellungen erfa®t, denkt die 
andere in Begriffen), sondern Wolffschen und Kantischen Ur- 
sprungs. Analog dem von Hegel fiir seine Trias gebrauchten 
Verbum ,,Aufheben‘’ — im dreifachen Sinne des conservare, 
negare und elevare — spricht Krochmal andeutungsweise vom 
hebrdischen Verb 52s, das auch die dreifache Bedeutung der 
Affirmation, Negation und Negation der Negation besitzen 
soll. Aber Krochmal beruft sich in diesem Zusammenhange 
nicht auf Hegel, sondern auf den Moreh Nebukim des Mai- 
monides. Uber die geschichtsphilosophische ,,Pforte“ (7) 
(,,Vélker und ihre Gétter) haben wir bereits gesprochen. 
Die ,,Pforten“ 8 bis ro stellen eine Skizzierung der gesamten 
juidischen Geschichte dar, die wir oben kurz analysiert haben. 
»Pforte“ 11 dient als Erganzung zu den drei letzteren. Hier 
wird auf viele bibelkritische wie auch auf verschiedene 
historische Probleme eingegangen. Daf auch diese nicht den 
entferntesten Zusammenhang mit Hegel haben, eriibrigt sich 
wohl besonders zu erwahnen. In der zwélften ,,Pforte, die die 
alexandrinisch-philonische Philosophie analysiert — unter be- 
sonderer Verwertung des Werkes von A. F. Dahne: Geschicht- 
liche Darstellung der Jidisch-Alexandrinischen Religions philo- 
sophie und des Buches von A. Neander: Genetische Entwicklung 


74 Vel. Maimonides, Pirke Moseh, Ma’amar 25, ed. Lemberg, 1804, S. 54. 
7 Von einer genaueren Besprechung des Zusammenhanges dieser ,,Pforte“ 
mit Kant mufs hier leider wegen Raummangels abgesehen werden. 
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der vornehmsten gnostischen Systeme —, und fiir sie eine Reihe 
entsprechender Stellen aus dem Talmud und den Midraschim 
anfithrt, hatte Krochmal eigentlich eine Anlehnung an 
Hegel suchen kénnen. Denn Krochmals Interesse fiir 
die Gnostiker kénnte tiberhaupt dem Einflu8 Hegels zu- 
geschrieben werden. Bestand doch eine der originellsten Lei- 
stungen Hegels auf dem Gebiete der Geschichte der Philo- 
sophie darin, da er die alexandrinische Philosophie wieder zu 
Ehren gebracht hat, im Gegensatz zu den meisten Historikern 
seiner Zeit, die in ihr nur Eklektizismus sahen, da er sich sehr 
eifrig mit dem Neuplatonismus befa&te (wofiir er von manchen 
als der ,,deutsche Proklos“ bezeichnet worden ist, von anderen 
auch als der ,,deutsche Aristoteles“), und da er ebenfalls eine 
positive Stellung zu Philo einnahm.7® Aber Krochmals Aus- 
fuhrungen in diesem Abschnitt lassen nichts in dieser Richtung 
erkennen. Krochmal interessierten in diesem Zusammenhang 
keine allgemeinen metaphysischen Probleme. Er befaft sich 
hier lediglich mit Philo als dem jiidischen Religionsphilo- 
sophen, mit Philo als dem Bibelkritiker, mit den Beriihrungs- 
punkten zwischen Philo und den Essdern. Krochmal hat einige 
Ausziige — nach Dahne — aus Philos Werken in diesen Ab- 
schnitt mit aufgenommen, diese sind aber nicht allgemein meta- 
physischer, sondern rein ethischer Natur. Wenn Krochmal 
durch eine Anregung auf das Philo-Problem aufmerksam ge- 
worden sein sollte, so ist es sicher durch seinen grofen Vor- 
ganger Asariah de Rossi geschehen, der sich in seinem Me’or 
‘Enayim sehr ausfihrlich mit Philo befaSt und dessen Aus- 
fiihrungen sich sogar teilweise bei Krochmal mit manchen Ab- 
weichungen wieder auffinden lassen.77 Auch die beiden fol- 
genden ,,Pforten — die 13., die Halachah-,,Pforte“, und die 
14., die Aggadah-,,Pforte“ — sind bereits kurz erdrtert wor- 
den. In der 15. ,,Pforte“, in der von der Kabbalah und ver- 
schiedenen friiheren und spateren gnostischen Systemen die 
Rede ist, tritt Krochma! als der alte aufklarerische Rationalist 


76 Vel. Baumler, Hegels Geschichte der Philosophie, 1923, S. 35. 

77 Von dem Verhiltnis zwischen Krochmal und Asariah de Rossi handele 
ein besonderes Kapitel in unserem bereits oben erwahnten Buche iiber Krochmal. 
Vel. meinen Aufsatz in Ha'olam, 1927, Nr. 6 ff. 
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auf, der sich mit dem Hegeltum sicherlich sehr wenig beriihrt. 
Der einzige Vorwurf, den Krochmal den Gnostikern wie auch 
den Anhangern der Sekte des Sabbatai-Zwi macht, ist der, 
daf sie den Weg der klaren, einsichtsvollen, sich selbst begren- 
zenden Vernunft verlassen haben. Abgesehen davon bestand 
auch hier Krochmals Interesse hauptsachlich darin, gewisse 
Talmudstellen mit der Geschichte dieser Sekten in Zusammen- 
hang zu bringen, da Krochmal tiberhaupt vor allem Wege 
zeigen wollte, wie man die 4ltere jiidische Literatur fiir die 
moderne wissenschaftliche Forschung verwerten kann, was be- 
reits oben angedeutet worden ist. Die 17. ,,Pforte“ — ,,Die 
Weisheit des Armen“ — ist véllig der Erlauterung der Gedan- 
kenwelt des Ibn Esra gewidmet, mit der man sich in einer be- 
sonderen Abhandlung beschaftigen miiSte.78 Denn Krochmal 
war es, der zuerst darauf hingewiesen hat, daf$ man den Philo- 
sophen Ibn Esra viel héher einschatzen miisse, als es bisher 
iblich war, und der mit seinem Zeitgenossen Samuel David 
Luzatto einen harten und schweren Kampf um die Ehrenrettung 
Abraham Ibn Esras gefiihrt hat, der entscheidend geworden ist 
fiir das Verstandnis der Religionsphilosophie Ibn Esras; er ist 
der erste, der es gewagt hat, von einem System Ibn Esras zu 
sprechen, und versucht hat — lange vor Rosin, Steinschneider 
u. a. — dieses System des Ibn Esra zu rekonstruieren. 

Nun aber kommen wir zu einer ,,Pforte‘, die aus dem 
bisher gezeichneten Rahmen herausfallt, und zwar ist es die 
aus nicht ganz 15 Seiten bestehende 16. ,,Pforte“, die betitelt 
wird: ,,Definitionen und Grundlagen zu einer Religionsphilo- 


78 Siehe unsere Abhandlung ,,Rabbi Abraham Ibn Esra usw.“ in Hashiloah, 
Jerusalem 1925, Heft 2—3. David Rosins Abhandlung ,,Die Religionsphilosophie 
Abraham Ibn Esras“, die nach seinem Tode von David Kaufmann in der Monats- 
schrift fir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums (1898—1899) verdffentlicht 
worden ist, hat Krochmals Untersuchungen auf diesem Gebiete sehr viel zu ver- 
danken, wenn auch der Verfasser aus unerklarlichen Griinden nicht ein einziges 
Mal Krochmals Namen erwahnt. Siehe z.B. MGWJ., 1898, S. 200, 204, 205, 
243, 248, 252, 358, 396—397, 400, 447, 449, 450—453, 455, 481, 492, 497 
499; 1899, S. 30, 132, 170, 172—173, 175, 180—181, 231—232, 235. Vel. 
dazu die entsprechenden Stellen in Krochmals Hokmat hamisken. Hingegen nimmt 
Steinschneider in seinen Arbeiten iiber Abraham Ibn Esra (Abraham Ibn Esra als 
Mathematiker u.a.) Bezug auf Krochmal. 


—— 


[4x] WAR NACHMAN KROCHMAL HEGELIANER? 575 


sophie, geschdpft aus der philosophischen Logik.“ 7° Wenn man 
nun diesen Abschnitt tiberhaupt als ,,Pforte‘ bezeichnet, so 
ist das tibertrieben; denn die uns vorliegende »Pforte™ ist ein 
blo&es Fragment, das entweder roca durch seinen frih- 
zeitigen Tod nicht beenden konnte, oder das er als unbefrie- 
digenden Versuch noch vorher vernachlassigt hat. Was in 
diesem Fragment vorgetragen wird, sind die Anfange der 
Hegelschen Logik, die in die Lehre von Sein, Wesen und 
Begriff zerfallt. (Auf die weitere Einteilung und die ver- 
schiedenen Kategorien dieser drei Hauptteile kénnen wir hier 
leider nicht eingehen.) Krochmal ist hier nicht einmal mit der 
Darstellung der Grundlagen der Hegelschen Logik fertig ge- 
worden; er hat nur einige Kategorien vom Sein und vom 
~Wesen behandelt, aber auch diese nicht vollstandig. — Daf 
Hegels Logik einen groSen Reiz fiir Krochmal haben mufte, 
unterliegt keinem Zweifel. Die ,,traditionelle“ Logik hat die 
Manner der Religion und die Mystiker nie ganz befriedigen 
kénnen. Das rationale Erkennen stellt Relationen im Bereiche 
des Gegebenen fest, aber es kann nie zum Unendlichen vor- 
dringen. Der Satz des Widerspruches, von Aristoteles her als 
einer der unumstdf$lichen Grundsatze der Logik bezeichnet, 
ist nur ein Hindernis, wenn man der Veranderung, der Dyna- 
mik des Werdens gerecht werden will, wovon bereits die Rede 
war. Der Satz des Widerspruches kann ungeheuer grofe 
Dienste im Endlichen leisten, aber er kann nichts anfangen 
mit dem Unendlichen, denn hier finden wir A und Non-A zu- 
gleich. Daher rangen die Mystiker aller Zeiten um eine 
héhere Logik, um eine ,,g6ttliche“ Logik, die nicht auf 
dem Satze des Widerspruches aufgebaut ist. Diese religidse 
Logik hat das Unendliche zu ihrem Ausgangspunkt; sie basiert 
auf dem Prinzip der coincidentia oppositorum, der Einheit 
der Gegensatze des Nicolaus von Kues und Giordano Bruno, 
Wenn man nun aus dem Unendlichen ein Bestimmtes, ein 
Endliches (A) herausgreift, so kann man doch nicht umhin, 
zu gleicher Zeit auch alles andere (Non-A) mitzusetzen. Auf 
diese Weise wird die Unselbstandigkeit des A ganz klar de- 


79 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 272—283. 
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monstriert, so daf&, wenn man A setzt, man Non-A mitsetzen 
muf, wenn man A denkt, man Non-A mitdenken muff. Diese 
»hdhere Logik fand ihren pragnantesten Ausdruck in Hegels 
Philosophie, der diese Dialektik (zu der er seitens der Dynamik 
des Werdens wie seitens des Gedankens der Unendlichkeit 
getrieben worden ist) am virtuosesten gehandhabt hat. 

Fiir _Krochmal, den Religionsphilosophen, war die Auf- 
stellung einer solchen ,,hdheren“ Logik von eminenter Bedeu- 
tung. Sicherlich war fiir ihn der Begriff des Unendlichen das 
Ziel seines logischen Denkens, er bedeutete ihm viel mehr als 
das ganze Riistzeug der gesamten Logik, als die Reflexion tiber 
die Quantitat, das Zahlen und Rechnen, das extensive und in- 
tensive Quantum usw.8® Das Problem des Verhdltnisses von 
Glauben und Wissen, Gott und Welt sollte von hier aus an- 
gefaft und gelést werden. Diese religidse Logik mit ihrem 
Prinzip des Unendlichen schien Krochmal wahrscheinlich sehr 
geeignet, die Philosophie des Ibn Esra und der Kabbalah *! in 
ein ganz neues Licht zu riicken. An einer Stelle spricht Kroch- 
mal davon, daf$ die neuere ,,Philosophie der Logik’ ein sehr 
geeigneter Schliissel fiir die Attributenpartien und manche 
anderen ,,dunklen“* Abschnitte des Moreh Nebukim wire.®? 
Der deutsche Idealismus, nicht nur Hegels allein, sondern auch 
Schellings, in dessen Naturphilosophie Krochmal Beriihrungs- 
punkte mit Ibn Esra feststellen zu wollen schien, war nur ein 
»Mittel“ zur Erlauterung mancher metaphysischer Grund- 
anschauungen einiger jiidischer Denker des Mittelalters. Aber 
wollten wir mehr dariiber sagen, so hief{e das, den Boden 
der kritisch-historischen Betrachtungsweise verlassen. Diese 
»Pforte~ ist nicht nur Fragment geblieben, sondern sie ist auch 
vollig ungeordnet, nicht durchgearbeitet, mit einer Fille von 
Wiederholungen und Unklarheiten, wie ich das an anderer 


80 Vel. N. K.s W., S. 274 ua. 

81 Die von A. H. WeifS in die Welt gesetzte Meinung (Zikronotai a. a. O., 
S. 123), der zufolge Krochmal ein Gegner der Kabbalah ist (eine Ansicht, die sich 
dann bei den meisten spateren Historikern wiederfindet), entbehrt jeder Grund- 
lage. Die Frage iiber Krochmals Stellung zur Kabbalah haben wir in einem anderen 
Zusammenhang behandelt. Vgl. meinen Aufsatz in Ha'olam, 1927, Nr. 9 ff. 
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Stelle nachgewiesen habe. Wir wissen nicht, was aus diesem 
» Fragment unter Krochmals Handen geworden ware, inwie- 
fern Krochmal auf der Grundlage der Hegelschen Logik seine 
weitere Religionsphilosophie aufgebaut hatte. Vielleicht ware 
es nur ein duferliches Anlehnen an Hegel geblieben. Es ist 
nicht vollig ausgeschlossen, da&, wie auf dem Gebiete der Ge- 
schichtsphilosophie und Geschichte, Krochmal auch auf dem 
Gebiete der Religionsphilosophie seine eigenen Wege gegangen 
ware. 

Und daf$ Krochmal die meisten Hegelschen religions- 
philosophischen Anschauungen nicht teilen konnte, beweist 
schon eine ganz oberflachliche Betrachtung einiger religions- 
philosophischer Satze Hegels. Hegel kennt drei Stufen der 
historischen Entwicklung der Religion: a) Naturreligion des 
Orients (Gott — Natursubstanz); b) die jiidische Religion 
(Religion der Erhabenheit), griechische Religion (Religion der 
Schénheit), rémische Religion (Religion der Zweckmafigkeit). 
In all diesen Religionen wird Gott als Subjekt angeschaut; c) die 
absolute Religion, die Gott als dreieinigen Geist vorstellt. 
a) und b) akzeptiert Krochmal teilweise, wenn auch anders 
nuanciert, dagegen kann Krochmal doch mit c) absolut nichts 
zu tun haben. Abgesehen davon weicht er doch jeder Aus- 
einandersetzung mit dem Christentum aus. Nach Hegel expli- 
ziert sich die géttliche Idee in drei Formen: 1. Gott in seiner 
eigenen Idee, das Reich des Vaters. 2. Die ewige Idee Gottes 
im Elemente des Bewuftseins und Vorstellens, das Reich des 
Sohnes. 3. Der Prozef der Verschnung, das Reich des Geistes.®? 
Hat auch Krochmal diese drei Explikationen mitmachen k6n- . 
nen? Es eriibrigt sich wohl, die Kluft zwischen Krochmals und 
Hegels Religionsphilosophie ** weiter darzutun. Man braucht 
iibrigens nur etwas in Hegels Jugendschriften ®* nachzulesen, 


83 Vgl. Phanomenologie (S. W., 1832), S. 561 ff.; ebenfalls Enzyklopddie, 
ed. Lasson, S. 480 ff. 

84 Uber Hegels Gottesbegriff vgl. aus der Fiille der Hegel-Literatur des 
19. Jahrhunderts u. a. besonders Carl Schwarz, Das Wesen der Religion, Halle 1847, 
S. 130 ff., Ludwig Nowak, Die speculative Religionswissenschaft im encyclopadischen 
Organismus ihrer besonderen Disciplin, Darmstadt 1847, und Mythologie und Offen- 
barung von demselben Verfasser. 

85 Hegels theologische Jugendschriften, herausgegeben von H. Nohl, 1907. 
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in denen er auch iiber den ,,Geist des Judentums“ manches 
sagt, um sich davon zu iiberzeugen, wie himmelweit entfernt 
Krochmal von Hegel in der Gesamtauffassung des Judentums 
war.86 

Zu ganz anderen Resultaten miifste Krochinal kommen, 
wenn er Hegelianer ware, ganz anders miifte dann der 
M.N.H. aussehen. Ein richtiger Hegelianer — um nur einige 
Beispiele aus einer ungeheuren Fille hier anzufiihren — war 
z. B. ein Mann wie Christian Kapp, der auf der Grundlage 
der Hegelschen Logik eine besondere Geschichtsphilosophie auf- 
gebaut hat, in der der Orient das Prinzip des Seins reprasen- 
tiert, die Griechen und Ré6mer — das Prinzip des Wesens, die 
neue Zeit — das Prinzip des Begriffes (analog der Hegelschen 
Dreiteilung der Logik in Sein, Wesen und Begriff).87 Ein 
Hegelianer war ebenso z. B. A. v. Cieszkowski, der gleichfalls 
die Hegelsche Trias in die Geschichte hineingetragen hat und 
sie folgendermafen einteilte: die Antike — Reich der Kunst, 
die moderne Welt — Reich der Philosophie, die Zukunft — 
Reich der Sittlichkeit.88 Aber auch jitidische Hegelianer 
gab es, (die ohne Hegels Auffassung vom Judentum zu ak- 
zeptieren, doch seine philosophische Methode tibernommen 
haben), und die Geschichte des Hegelianismus im Judentum 
k6nnte uns ein sehr lehrreiches Bild eines iberaus wichtigen Zeit- 
abschnittes des jiidischen Denkens liefern. Ein jiidischer Hegelia- 
ner war z. B. — wir k6nnen da gleich in der Familie Krochmals 
bleiben — der Sohn unseres Philosophen, Abraham Krochmal. 
Schon auf den ersten Abschnitt des Buches Genesis versucht 
Abraham Krochmal das Hegelsche dialektische Schema anzu- 
wenden. ,, Tag“ (i) — ,,Nacht“ (49%) — ,, Tag“ (a1) des fiinften 
Verses des ersten Kapitels der Genesis sind fiir Abraham 
Krochmal identisch mit dem dialektischen Dreitakt These— 
Antithese—Synthese. Auch seine Stellungnahme zu dem Pro- 
blem der Gegensatze steht unter Hegelschem Einflu&, nicht wie 

86 Vel. besonders Hegels theologische Jugendschriften, S. 243—260, iiber Noah 
und Nimrod (die nach Hegel beide in die jiidische Geschichte hineingehdren); 
S. 247 tiber Abraham, S. 252 tiber die mosaische Gesetzgebung und den Sabbat; 
S. 260 uber ,,das grofe Trauerspiel des jiidischen Volkes“ und viele andere Stellen. 


87 Vel. Das concrete Allgemeine der Weltgeschichte, Erl. 1826. 
88 Vgl. Prolegomena zur Historosophie, Berlin 1838. 
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bei seinem Vater. Ja, Abraham Krochmal versucht manchmal, 
gewalttatig das Hegeltum in das Judentum hineinzuinterpre- 
tieren, so schliefSt z. B. Abraham Krochmal aus Rabbi Jochanans 
Liebe zu Resh Lakish, der gegen jede von ihm geauferte 
halachische Ansicht 24 Einwande zu machen pflegte,®® da 
»unsere Weisen“ das Problem der Gegensatzlichkeit bejaht 
hatten, daf sie die dialektischen Gegensatze als fiir die Wirk- 
lichkeit notwendig gehalten haben.®° Abraham Krochmal 
spricht vom ,,Ich“, vom ,,absoluten Geist“, von Logik und 
Dialektik wie ein orthodoxer Hegelianer. Ein jiidischer 
Hegelianer — um auf noch einen kurz hinzuweisen — war 
auch Samuel Hirsch, der Autor des Buches Die Religions philo- 
sophie der Juden oder das Prinzip der jiidischen Religions- 
anschauung und sein Verhaltnis zum Heidentum, Christen- 
tum und zur absoluten Philosophie.®t War denn aber Nachman 
Krochmal ein Hegelianer dieser Art? Hat denn Krochmal z. B. 
jemals versucht nachzuweisen (um noch auf eines der vielen 
Beispiele hinzuweisen), da die Zahl der uns bekannten 
Kometen logisch notwendig und demzufolge auch unverander- 
lich ist, so wie es Hegel getan hat, der dann auch nach der 
_Aufstellung dieser Hypothese durch eine neue Entdeckung 
Liigen gestraft wurde? 

Man k6nnte Krochmal z. B. als Viconianer, Lessingianer, 
Herderianer, Fichteaner bezeichnen — auf Grund der verschie- 
denen Beriihrungspunkte, die wir oben kurz streifend ange- 
fiihrt haben. Aber vor allem mii$te er doch als Kantianer 
bezeichnet werden. Denn abgesehen von der fiinften ,,Pforte“ 
— ,,Die Absicht und das Ziel“ —, in der sich Krochmal ganz 
offensichtlich in den Bahnen der Kritik der Urteilskraft Kants 
bewegt, finden sich bei Krochmal noch an anderen Stellen 
eine Reihe von Entlehnungen aus Kants philosophischen 
Werken, die mindestens auf einen ebenso starken Einfluf von 


89 Vel. Baba mezia, 84a. 

90 Vgl. Da‘at elohim ba arez, S. 84, 85 ff (Eine wissenschaftliche Edition 
der Gesamtwerke Abr. Krochmals, iiber den eine besondere Abhandlung er- 
scheinen soll, wird von uns vorbereitet.) 

1 Leipzig 1842. Vgl.z.B. Kap. 3 »Die aktive Religiositat“; § 41 ,Abraham“; 
§ 47 »Die absolute Religiositat Abrahams“, S. 514 ff. 


580 SIMON RAWIDOWICZ [46] 


Kant schlieSen lassen wie auf denjenigen von Hegel — wenn 
nicht auf einen viel intensiveren. Ich will hier nur beilaufig 
noch z. B.‘darauf hinweisen, daf’ Krochmals Aufzahlung 
(in der ersten ,,Pforte“ des M.N.H.) der drei Schaiden: 
Schwarmerei, Aberglaube und Werkheiligkeit und deren 
Analyse °? teilweise wortlich von Kant herstammt. ®? Wenn 
man aber so vorgeht, wird man nie zu einer gerechten Auf- 
fassung eines Denkers gelangen kénnen. Das Hegelsche Element 
— so diirfen wir wohl auf Grund des bisher Ausgefiihrten 
kurz zusammenfassend sagen — wirkte neben den Einfliissen 
des Judentums, der Aufklarung und des deutschen Idealismus, 
vorwiegend Herders und Kants, mitformend auf die Gestal- 
tung der spateren Krochmalschen Ideenwelt. Dieser Einfluf 
war aber durch die anderen Einwirkungen und durch Kroch- 
mals Originalitat so ,,neutralisiert“ und in Schranken gehalten, 
daf§ von einem Hegelianismus bei Krochmal nicht die Rede 
sein kann. Wohlverstanden, bei dem uns vorliegenden Kroch- 
mal — aber wir wissen nicht, wie Krochmal weiter philo- 
sophiert hatte, wenn er nicht im 55. Lebensjahre abberufen 
worden ware. Wir kénnen nicht mit Sicherheit behaupten, 
was er im zweiten Teile des M.N.H. — denn dieser vor- 
liegende M.N. H. ist nur ein Teil und meines Erachtens wahr- 
scheinlich der erste Teil des geplanten, nicht fertig gewordenen 
Krochmalschen Lebenswerkes — gelehrt hatte. Auf das un- 
‘gewisse Feld der vagen Vermutungen wollen wir uns aber 
nicht begeben. Der Moreh Nebuke Hazman, die Krochmal- 
schen Briefe, das ist das einzige, was fiir die Lésung unseres 
Problems in Betracht kommen kann. 

Und — um am Schluf& noch einen bereits oben beilaufig 
berithrten Punkt zu erwahnen — wie steht es mit der von 
vielen Krochmal zugeschriebenen Tendenz der » V ersOhnung“ 
des Judentums mit dem Hegeltum? ®* Krochmal selbst spricht 
lediglich von seinem Ideal der Harmonisierung der Vernunft 


9 Vel. N. Kus W., S. 7—9. 

%3 Vel. Kants S. W. (Cassirer-Ausgabe), Bd. 2, 1912: ,Beobachtungen tiber 
das Geftihl des Schénen und Erhabenen‘, S. 294. 

4 Vgl. Zunz, Gesammelte Schrifien, Il, S. 151 ff.3 Mieses, Das Judentum 
der Vergangenheit“, Hamizpeh, Heft 3, S. 2 u.a. 
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mit der miindlichen und schriftlichen Lehre.®® Fiir Krochmal 
handelt es sich vorwiegend um die historisch-kritische Beleuch- 
tung der jiidischen Tradition, um die Sicherstellung des Juden- 
tums auf einer festen und kritisch fundierten Basis. Fiir diese 
seine Lebensaufgabe brauchte er Hegel wirklich nicht. Um 
dieses Ideal hat er jahrelang gerungen, bevor er Hegel iiber- 
haupt kannte. — Wir deuteten bereits oben auf die so oft 
gezogene Parallele zwischen dem Aristoteliker Maimonides und 
dem ,,Hegelianer“’ Krochmal hin. Abgesehen davon, daf sie 
an sich historisch nicht zutrifft, lag es doch bei Maimonides 
ganz anders. Maimonides wollte bekanntlich Glaube und 
Wissen aussdhnen, die Offenbarung mit der Vernunft harmoni- 
sieren. Aristoteles war fiir diesen mittelalterlichen Kreis ge- 
wissermaffen die Vernunft, die Philosophie, die Wissenschaft. 
Judentum und Aristotelismus waren die gegebenen Gegensatze, 
daher auch die Notwendigkeit der Auseinandersetzung und 
der Versdhnungstendenz. Das trifft aber nicht fiir Krochmals 
historische Situation zu. Fehlte doch bei Krochmal der ganze 
mittelalterliche Rahmen, eine Komponente, die fiir das hier 
behandelte Problem von eminenter Bedeutung ist. Man kénnte 
vielleicht manche isolierten Probleme oder Erscheinungen im 
Judentum mittels verschiedener philosophischer Systeme der 
neueren Zeit erklaren oder deuten. Aber wie kénnte man in 
der Neuzeit das Gesamtjudentum auf ein ganz extrem logisch- 
dialektisches System, wie es das Hegels ist, aufbauen, ohne das 
Judentum zu vergewaltigen? Zwar hat sich Krochmal inner- 
lich sehr nahe verwandt mit Maimonides gefihlt, weist er doch 
stets auf diese Verwandtschaft hin.°* Aber daraus ist nicht 
zu schlieSen, daf& die genannte Parallelisierung, durch die 
Krochmals Hegelianismus betont werden soll, irgendwie ge- 
rechtfertigt ist. 
Hingegen ware die Gegeniiberstellung der beiden Philo- 
sophen Maimonides und Krochmal an sich wohl am Platze, 
nur kann hier nicht darauf eingegangen werden. Andeutungs- 
weise sei hier aber gesagt, daf$ Krochmal nicht nur im Prinzip 


9% Vel. N. K.s W., S.202, 209 u.a.: down pps oidw moyr ...unens) unis doe“ 
eee POSW MOMSSS 6.0 m3ION MIST NSH AED «MINT oN 7°31 
96 N, K.s W., S. 209 und in vielen anderen Stellen. 
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des Sittlichen iiber Maimonides ®? hinausgegangen ist, indem 
er das Prinzip der Aristotelischen ,,Mitte“ — peootms — ab- 
lehnte, sondern auch im Grundproblem des Judentums. 
Krochmal geniigt es nicht zu beweisen, dafS§ das Judentum 
mit der Vernunft identisch ist, es geniigt ihm nicht, das 
Judentum auf der Basis der Vernunft zu fundieren, es muf 
auf der Grundlage der Wahrheit aufgebaut werden. Nicht 
auf der Basis einer abstrakt-metaphysischen Vernunft, sondern 
auf der Grundlage einer wirklichkeitsdurchdrungenen historisch- 
realen Wahrheit. Das Judentum muf nicht nur verniinftig sein, 
nicht nur der Vernunft entsprechen, sondern auch kritisch- 
wahr sein, d. h. mit den Kategorien des historisch-kritischen 
Denkens iibereinstimmen. In dieser Richtung ware dann 
Krochmals Eigenleistung zu suchen. 


97 Vel. Mishneh Torah, Sefer Hamada, Hilkot De‘ot, Berlin 1922, S. 22 ff.; 
siehe ebenfalls a.a.O., Note 157, S. 90 ff. 


DIVINE HELP AS A SOCIAL PHENOMENON 


By ABRAHAM CRONBACH, Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati 


eke the idea of divine help has been the very nerve and 

fiber of Judaism is a truth so palpable as to be a truism. 
For this reason, the considerations advanced in the present 
essay should justify its inclusion in a volume devoted to 
Jewish studies even though the treatment adopted may be 
psychological and sociological rather than philological. 
Quotations from Hebrew literature will be few and allusions 
to Jewish history will be scant. Yet where has the thought 
of divine help received more striking expression than in 
Hebrew literature and where have the experiences illustrative 
of divine help received more thrilling exemplification than 
in Jewish history? 

Moreover, in an age and among a people with whom 
scientific advance and institutional changes have led to a 
discard of many ancestral convictions, it can hardly be a 
matter of indifference how far and in what sense, that divine 
help so copiously affirmed by the fathers can still be pre- 
dicated intelligently and conscientiously. 

Nor need the citation of non-Jewish writers call for any 
apology in a publication which would not hesitate to cite 
Wellhausen, Cheyne, Haupt, Stade, Nowack, Duhm or Marti 
in the Biblical field, Wuensche, Herford, Fiebig, Holzman, 
the elder Delitzsch, Baer or Billerbeck in the Talmudic field 
and Schiirer, Hausrath, Ewald, Niese and Moore in the his- 
torical field. 

The present study, as already indicated, belongs to the 
domain of psychology as readily as to that of sociology. The 
sociological analysis of our second part needs as its basis the 
psychological analysis of the first part. We shall take the 
affirmation of divine help as it is familiarly voiced and shall! 
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first inquire: “Precisely what do the affirmants mean?” We 
shall discover that here, as so often elsewhere, the apparently 
simple is bewilderingly complex. The help of God means a 
diversity of things not only among different people and on 
different occasions but also within one and the same mind 
upon one and the same occasion. As the meanings of divine 
help vary, the sociological implications of those meanings 
vary; not the least important of these variations being the 
status of these several meanings as topics of controversy. 
Theological dispute, we shall find, concerns not all of the 
meanings but only some of them. Seemingly a proposition 
upon which theist and atheist hopelessly divide, “God helps” 
is in reality an intricate bundle of propositions some of which 
are challenged by the atheist and some of which are no more 
subject to difference of opinion than the proposition “ Water 
freezing becomes ice” or “The sun is more luminous than 
the moon.” 


PART ONE 
PsYCHOLOGICAL BEARINGS 


I. STHE NOUN: “HELP ~ 


Among the things referred to by affirmations of divine 
help are certain events or occurrences which are taken to be 
manifestations of such help—recovery from sickness, rain 
terminating a spell of drought, escape from danger, victory 
in war, enhancement of finances, acquisition of friends, the 
worsting of enemies, reconciliation with opponents, the 
abatement of mental turmoil, progress in ethical endeavor or 
whatever other happenings, physical or psychical, have 
prompted people to say, “God helped.” 

It must be noticed that the need involved is always one 
ranking exaltedly in a hierarchy of needs. The needs that 
figure in affirmations of divine help are never the trivial but 
always the important ones. No one ever says: “God helped 
me smoke that cigar,” “God helped me tip my hat,” “God 
helped me pass the dessert,” “God helped me powder my 
nose.” Yet, how promptly those absurd words would cease 
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to be absurd in the mouth of one long afflicted with paralysis 
and suddenly cured! The occasion has then ceased to be trivial 
and has become momentous. 

We smile at the athlete who claims that God did help 
him or will help him to victory. Prof. Pratt, in one of his 
books on the psychology of religion, amuses the reader with 
the story of a woman who, on the morning of a day on which 
she was to give a reception, found herself with a disfiguring 
cold in the head but who, thanks to God’s help, was well 
enough in the afternoon to make a good facial impression by 
the time the guests had assembled. The old Sunday School 
teacher who forgot to bring the large package of application 
blanks and had on hand only the ror blanks contained in the 
smaller package and then ascribed it to providential dispensation 
that exactly ror persons applied in the matter requiring the 
blanks, may seem queer to the sophisticated listener. Yet that 
listener himself needs only a situation which is to him as 
important as that registration was to the old Sunday School 
teacher and he will himself perhaps predicate divine help. It 
is said that in extremis even atheists sometimes “call upon 
the Lord.” 

This circumstance of need characterized by extraordinary 
urgency should account for the pronounced réle played by the 
factor of unexpectedness in most affirmations of divine help. 
Not the expected recovery but the unexpected, not the expected 
financial assistance but the unexpected, not the expected 
vindication but the unexpected is likely to be attributed to 
divine help. “ The Lord of heaven and earth, out of darkness, 
out of silence, by ways that thou understandest not, shall 
redeem thy soul” says the poet, Edward Carpenter, “to one 
in trouble.” This may probably be accounted for by obser- 
ving that the very lack of knowledge which occasions the 
need will also occasion the unexpectedness of the help. 

Nor is help something purely negative. Most salutary 
experiences are an advance as well as a deliverance, an 
attainment of higher good as well as the restoration of a prior 
good. Out of misfortune comes wisdom. Financial reverses 
may spur to financial reorganisation not merely recovering 
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the loss but securing a stability not previously enjoyed. Sick- 
ness may prompt measures which not only cure but actually 
induce a level of health higher than that which preceded the 
sickness. A political upheaval may not only pass away but 
also pass into arrangements marking an improvement upon 
the earlier period of tranquility. Sociologists remind us of the 
stimulating rdle in social progress played by social crisis. 
One emerges from adversity not merely into one’s former 
well-being but into a more estimable well-being. “They that 
came up through great tribulation stood nearest the throne 
of God.” With characteristic unexpectedness, the very troubles 
calling for help can be part of the process of producing 
the help. 


Wl THE, ADJECTIVE: + DIVINE = 


Among the affirmations of divine help, there may be 
discriminated at least three different senses in which the 
adjective “divine” is applied: 

(1) “Divine” refers to the alleged cause of the salutary 
events and means “ supernatural.” 

(2) “Divine” refers to the ideal which is advanced toward 
realization in the salutary turn of events and means 
“valuable, important, significant.” 

(3) “ Divine” refers to the psychological expedients employed 
to bring about the favorable turn of events—hope, prayer, 
aspiration, &c.—and means “ religious.” ! 


It is generally assumed that, except among the intellectual 
élite, the first use of the adjective prevails exclusively. But is 
this assumption correct? What if scrutiny were to show that, 
on the whole, idealistic elements exceed the supernatural in the 
commonly prevalent God conceptions? There are many in- 
dications that, even with the “common” people, the word 
“God” means a supreme ideal or means that more extensively 
than it means a first cause or any kind of cause. The following 


1 That the divergent meanings of religion are legion will be overlooked 
at no point in this paper. Religion is not a thing but a history. The word will 
be used for any point in that changing continuum which reaches back to magic 
and totemism and forward to Emerson and Felix Adler. 
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are some of the facts that can be adduced to substantiate this 
view: 
i 
First we must draw the distinction between the God of 
_worship and the God of customary theology—a distinction 
which should impress even the casual observer. A loving Father 
is one thing; a First Cause is something much different. The 
theological God who contrives miracles is hardly the same as 
the saint’s “ Light Within.” Contrast also the moods involved 
—in the one case, a God in Whom we trust; in the other, 
a God about Whom we debate: in the one case, a God “ Whom 
alone we will serve in reverence”; in the other, a God of 
argument and disputation. Is it not precarious to apply to 
the one meaning of “God” reflections pertinent to the other? 
Or contrast the hymn books of any church with its 
theological books and both with its prayer books which occupy 
a kind of way station between hymns and theology. In the 
hymn books, God is “ Love Divine,” “Sun of my soul,” “ Rock 
of Ages,” “A Fortress strong,” “A Banner high,” “ My Light 
and my Salvation,” “ The King of Love,” &c. How different 
from a “First Cause,” a “Great Hypothesis,” an ‘“ Under- 
lying Substance” or whatever else the theological phraseology 
may be?” Even the “Creator” of the hymn books can 
hardly be the same as the “Creator” of the theological books. 
In acontext in which “ Rock,” “ Banner,” “Light,” “ Fortress,” 
are obviously figurative, “Creator” can hardly be otherwise 
than figurative. The metaphorical character of hymnology alone 
forms a significant contrast to theology with its literalisms. 
The usual non-theological sense of the word “God” is, 
in brief, what the philosophers call evaluative as contrasted 
with descriptive. It is a usage which serves not to communicate 


2 “The Scholastic philosophers describe the deity as ‘Ens a se extra et 
supra omne genus, necessarium, unum infinite, perfectum, simplex, immutabile, 
immensum, eternum, intelligens.’”—Will Durant, The Story of Philosophy, 
New York, 1926, p. 558. Durant adds waggishly, “This is magnificent; what 
deity would not be proud of such a definition?” The Scholastics, like many 
who preceded and many who followed them were unconscious of the fact that 
their language was evaluative and consequently fraught with bearings different 


from those of language that is descriptive. 
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something but to indicate something in the user’s state of 
mind. As such, the word refers not to a thing but to the 
excellence of things, the blessedness of things, the ideal 


embodied or approached in things rather than the source or | 


cause of things.3 
Z 


Historically, the gods have always been invented and 
invoked for what they could supposedly do. In situations 
involying the gods, various types of important, tangible bene- 
fits such as crops, health, herds, victories have been the vital 
concern. People never invent faineant gods.* The gods them- 
selves are less important than these ulterior values with which 
they are associated. The gods, regarded as causal factors, 
amount to certain hypotheses touching the ceremonial means 
of securing these values. 

We can even admit a certain effectiveness in these cere- 
monial expedients: not, to be sure, the physical effectiveness 
ascribed to them but a psychological effectiveness which, though 
‘ unintended and unnamed, may have been sufficiently pro- 
nounced to buttress the belief in physical effectiveness. There 
are modern parallels to this phenomenon. Thus a familiar 
hymn has the words: 


3 The distinction receives extensive treatment in Royce, The World and 
the Individual, and more recently in Ogden and Richards, The Meaning of Meaning 
(London, 1925). On the one hand there is, according to Ogden and Richards, 
“the use of words to express or excite feelings or attitudes” and, on the other, 
the use of words for purposes of statement, that is, “ the recording, the support, 
the organisation and the communication of references” (p. 257). The terms 
“symbolic” and “emotive” employed by Ogden and Richards are, though 
marking essentially the same contrast, not so well suited to the present discussion 
as the older expressions “descriptive” and “evaluative.” Emotiveness is, after 
all, not something peculiar to words but is also characteristic of non-verbal 
situations. “Symbolic” is especially inept because of its customary use for the 
very opposite of what Ogden and Richards mean by “symbolic.” Issue is taken, 
however, only with the nomenclature of Ogden and Richards. Their discussion 
elucidates the distinction involved most adequately. 

4 The gods of Epicureanism, non-participant in human affairs, represent 
not an invention but a criticism. Epicureanism is a philosophy challenging the 
popular religion whose gods were originally and persistently concerned with the 
affairs of men. 
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“T love to tell the story 
Because I know it’s true; 
It satisfies my longings 
As nothing else will do.” 


That the longings are satisfied by the story, there is no 
occasion to deny. The error lies, of course, in the use for 
non-emotional, i.e. for historical purposes of a story whose 
effectiveness is purely of the psychological type. Similarly, 
in primitive times, the psychological effectiveness of various 
rituals and beliefs may long have blinded their devotees to 
their ineffectiveness on the physical plane. 

Anthropologists tell us that men once ene their 
ancestors, sometimes in the guise of totem animals. Some 
worshipped stones; some the luminaries. Crude as these beliefs 
may have been, they are not devoid of a certain selective 
aspect. Ancestors, stones and luminaries could never have 
been chosen as objects of worship had they been entirely 
without an emotional appeal, an appeal which, in its turn, 
must have emanated from certain actual benefits or injuries 
associated with ancestors, stones and luminaries. 

Thus, even in primitive times, the essence of divinity must 
have been less a matter of causation than a matter of value, 
importance, significance, in a word, a matter of relation to 
some momentous good. 

The same point of emphasis is betrayed in the familiar 
modern arguments about the moral and civic interests at 
stake in the maintenance of religion. These arguments, whether 
valid or not, also stress effects rather than causes—effects 
regarded as fraught with a high degree of value, importance, 

urgency.° 


5 “The idea that man needs salvation depends, in fact, upon two simples 
ideas whereof the main idea is constituted. The first is the idea that there is 
some end or aim of human life which is more important than all other aims, 
so that by comparison with this aim, all else is secondary and subsidiary; and _ 
perhaps relatively unimportant, or even vain and empty. The other idea is this: 
that man as he now is, or as he naturally is, is in great danger of so missing 
this highest aim as to render his whole life a senseless failure by virtue of this 
coming short of his true goal.”—Josiah Royce, Sources of Religious Insight, 
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Would we then be entirely wrong in asserting that the 
phraseology about a supernatural cause is largely a matter 
of faulty expression? Are not instances extremely common 
in which a person, meaning one thing, says something else 
owing to an imperfect comprehension of his own mental 
bearings? . 

We may, in this connection, well take admonition from 
a notable recent work on the subject of meaning from which 
the following passages may be culled: 

“Tn all discussion we shall find that what is said is 
only in part determined by the things to which the speaker 
is referring. Often without a clear consciousness of the fact 
people have preoccupations which determine their use of words. 
Unless we are aware of their purposes and interests at the 
moment we shall not know what they are talking about.” § 

“We only know for certain what is said when we know 
why it is said.” 7 

“The meaning of A is that to which the mental process 
interpreting A is adapted. This is the most important sense 
in which words have meaning.” § 


3. 

Closely relevant here is what has already been noted 
about a hierarchy of needs which corresponds to a hierarchy 
of values. How extensively religion discriminates between 
the sacred and the profane, the more important and the less 
important, the higher and the lower! Religion does not, like 
every day life, content itself with saying that one thing is 
better than another. It goes beyond this and says that one set 


New York, 1912. “It is no new thing to say that what men call religion is, at 
its focal points, a reaction, solemn or joyous, in which the individual or the 
group concentrates attention upon something so important that it is, for the 
consciousness of the moment, life itself” George Albert Coe, The Psychology of 
Religion, Chicago, 1916, p. 69. Also pages 70 and 89 on religion as importance. 

6 Ogden and Richards, op. cit., p. 229. 

7 Ibid., p. 193 foot note. 

8 Ibid., p. 325. 
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of interests or one set of tastes is better than another.® Such 
comparisons plainly invoke or come nearer than every day 
life to invoking an ideal which is ulterior to all other ideals 
—a supreme ideal, as we must say for want of any better 
terminology.!° 


4. 
The tendency of religion to become spiritualized or, as 
President Hall says, “inwardized ” fully accords with this 
interpretation. In religious contexts, the word “spiritual” 
is, like the word “God,” an evaluative term. Spiritual good, 
the good of the soul, &c. with which God gets to be identified 
is only another way of saying the highest good, the super- 
lative satisfaction, the ampler embodiment of the supreme 
ideal. We shall be misled if we take the word “spiritual” 
in the sense of “mental” or “emotional.” Give the word 
that sense and all satisfaction becomes spiritual. The satis- 
factions that issue from the most degrading indulgences would 
then be spiritual: all satisfactions involve “mind” and 
emotions. “Spiritual” in the religious sense is not the opposite 
of material but the opposite of inferior, less satisfying, less 
acceptable, less approximate to the supreme ideal. 


8 Prof. Coe reminds us that “human desires come thus to include the 
desire to have desires,” op. cit., p. 67, and that “purposes, as contrasted with 
impulses, and the increasing organisation of life through ideas are achievements. 
They require redirection of old desires,” p. 221. 

10 The inadequacy lies in the fact that the language of our discussion is 
descriptive while that to which reference is made is something emotive—some- 
thing of a nature that requires evaluative language and that finds its consummate 
expression not in language at all but in art and in conduct. 

11 The use of a generic term for eulogistic purposes is a common linguistic 
phenomenon. “Social” which means descriptively any relation between human 
beings, gets to mean evaluatively the desirable or satisfactory relations. “Christian ” 
which means primarily the adherent of a certain creed is, often to the irritation 
of non-Christians, used to designate the exemplary type among those adherents. 

“Nature might stand up 
And say to all the world This was a man!” (Julius Caesar V, 5) 
The word “man” in this context obviously does not signify merely an adult 
human male but an excellent specimen of that genus. Similarly the word “ spiritual ” 
which, in some connections, means the emotions and volitions or even the cognitions 
comes, in religious contexts, to mean the highest type of such manifestations. 
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The notable literary outbursts of spirituality will sustain 
these conclusions: 


With Thee is the fountain of life, 
In Thy light shall we see light. 


As the hart panteth after the water brooks, 
So panteth my soul after Thee, O God. 


My good is not beyond Thee. 


Whom have I in heaven but Thee? 
And beside Thee I desire none upon earth. 


My soul longeth for God, for the living God. 
The Lord is my light and my salvation. 

My heart and my flesh cry out for the living God. 
O that I knew where I might find Him! 

Seek ye the Lord while He may be found. 


Thy love it is my heart desires... 
Thou art all my soul’s delight. 


Thou hast made us for Thee, O Lord, and restless 
is our heart until it find its rest in Thee. 


One would have to be blinded by the prepossession that 
““God” never means anything except a supernatural cause in 
order to miss seeing in passages such as these the predominance 
of the idealistic over the causal-supernaturalistic implications of 
deity. God ceases here to be the alleged means toward an 
end and becomes Himself the end. God is no longer the 
supernatural origin but the idealistic goal. Similar utterances 
are countless in the literature of religion, particularly, as 
already noted, in the hymns and prayers. Here again we see 
the error of the assumption that people are always successful 
in formulating the contents of their own minds and that when 
they assert that their God is a cause, they necessarily mean 
what they say or mean it exclusively. We might profit by 


imitating the physicians who regard it almost as matter of 


course that a patient’s ailment is not located where the patient 
thinks it is. 


. 
eS 
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5. 

Yet another specimen of religious phraseology will go 
to strengthen our conclusion. This is the use of the adjective 
“personal” as connected with the deity. A purely causal 
deity might as well be impersonal. Nothing is so typical of 
the mechanical i.e. the impersonal as the cause-effect relation. 

However, the word “ personal ” has a number of meanings. 
One meaning is “corporeal ”—having a body like a man or 
like a totem animal. This, unquestionably, is the sense in 
which the deity has at times been understood to be personal. 

Yet “personal” does not always mean “corporeal.” Of 
this, we are reminded by an eminent sociologist. Says Prof. 


Cooley: : : ; : 
y ‘Facial expression, tone of voice, and the like, 


the sensible nucleus of personal and social ideas, serve 
as the handle, so to speak, of such ideas, the principal 
substance of which is drawn from the region of inner 
imagination and sentiment. The personality of a friend 
as it lives in my mind and forms there a part of the 
society in which I live, is simply a group or system 
of thoughts associated with the symbols that stand for 
him... And his presence does not consist in the pres- 
sure of his flesh upon a neighboring chair, but in the 
thought clustering about some symbol of him, whether 
the latter be his tangible presence or something else.” 12 


The historical tendency of religion has been, while 
retaining divine personality, to repudiate divine corporeality. 
“Personal” has come to mean “manlike” in an ethical and 
not in a physical sense. God, while not having hands, feet 
and eyes, does presumably have love, justice and mercy,—be 
it observed, evaluative terms, all of them. 


12 Charles H. Cooley, Human Nature and the Social Order (1902), p. 81. 
At a later point in this same volume (p. 281) occurs this reflection: “The ideal 
persons of religion are not fundamentally different psychologically or sociologically, 
from other persons... The fact that they have attached to them no visible or 
tangible material body, similar to that of other persons, is indeed an important 
fact, but rather from the psychological point of view; mentally and socially 
regarded it is of one sort with other personal ideas, no less a verifiable fact, and 
no more or less inscrutable.” 
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Still does not even such a conception preclude identi- 
fication of deity with supreme value? Is not such a deity 
likewise a causal instrument rather than the ideal finality? 

The reply is: Not necessarily and not altogether. People 
can mean supreme value even though they say: “just, loving, 
merciful God.” It is extremely common for two closely 
related things to appear as merged into one—like the sight 
of both eyes, the colors of a composite, the taste of a mixture, 
the vibrations forming one sound.!? Analogously, the supreme 
ideal becomes fused with the paramount way of realizing that — 
ideal. The ideal may not literally possess the qualities love, 
justice and mercy. But the path toward the ideal lies through 
the human relations exemplifying love, justice and mercy.’ 
Phrasing it otherwise: God is related to certain human 
qualities—related, however, not as object to attribute but as 
end to means. Popular theologizing can not but confuse the 
two relations. And yet, while language may allude to the 
inapplicable relation, devoutness utilises the real one; just as 
people may digest their food perfectly though their theories 
regarding digestion may be entirely unscientific. 

Language is, after all, not man’s only way of responding 
to his environment.?> “The flower is red,” we say. We mean 
that the light emanating from the flower is red. “I hear 
the bell,” we say. What we do hear is the air vibrations 
proceeding from the bell. “I see the sun.” We do not see the 
sun but the aura surrounding the sun. “The sun is setting.” 
No, it is the earth that is rotating. “The picture is on the 
screen.” The picture is really in the stereopticon. Countless 
instances can illustrate how our meaning may be correct even 
though our wording be incorrect. That is why the meanings 
of words must be sought not in the words themselves but 


13 To the same class of phenomena belong the various “ complexes ” and 
constellations of associations: loving the flag because loving the country symbolized 
by the flag, hating a dogma because hating the person who espouses the dogma, 
fearing a horse because fearing the parent associated with the horse, &c. 

144 This point will concern us extensively in the second part of this paper. 

15 Perhaps the latest word on this subject is by John B. Watson in 
Behaviorism (New York, 1925), especially pages 130, 131, 213. 
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in the total reaction accompanying the words. Again let us’ 
recall Ogden and Richards: 


“A symbol refers... not necessarily to what it... 
is intended by the user to refer to.” “In all discussion 
we shall find that what is said is only in part deter- 
mined by the things to which the speaker is referring. 
Often without a clear consciousness of the fact people 
have preoccupations which determine their use of 
words. Unless we are aware of their purposes and 
interests at the moment, we shall not know what they 
are talking about.” “We only know for certain what 
is said when we know why it is said.” “The meaning 
of A is that to which the mental process interpreting 
A is adapted. This is the most important sense in which 
words have meaning.” 76 


An endeavor to make language conform more exactly to 
the reality can be discerned in the tendency of theological 
affirmations to substitute abstract nouns for adjectives. ‘“‘ God 
is love,” “God is truth,” “God is justice,” are modes of ex- 
pression which come somewhat nearer to saying that God is 
the value realized when human interactions exemplify love, 
truth or justice. So closely intertwined are the human inter- © 
actions on the one hand and the superlative value on the 
other that they inevitably appear to coalesce. 

Nor have we yet exhausted the meanings of the word 
“personal.” We have considered its descriptive applications. 
But, like “God,” “spiritual” and much other religious usage, 
the word has also its evaluative sense. Personal can mean 
“ significant,” “impressive,” “important.” Human beings do 
not become persons (in this sense) until they become significant. 
A human being may have a body and still lack personality. 
Human beings are persons in so far as they are the embodiment 
of some ideal. The supreme person is the surpreme ideal and 
human beings are persons in so far as they partake of the 
supreme ideal. God, we might say, is not a person (in the 


16 Op. cit., pages 201, 229, 193 foot note, 325 respectively. 
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sense of exalted value) because He resembles men but men 
are persons because they resemble God. 

Personality is somehow related to the Kantian ends in 
themselves. Kant, it will be recalled, would have us treat our 
fellow men not as mere means but as ends. The supreme 
ideal is necessarily such an end in itself. A cause is a means 
toward an end. In short, the prepossession among theists for 
the personality of God adds to the indications that supreme 
ideal rather than supreme cause is the real even if imperfectly 
articulated meaning. ; 

6. 

The very controversies on this point between science and 
theology prove that a cause can not be all that people mean 
when a divine cause is what they profess to mean. If the 
sole purpose of affirming God were to account causally for 
phenomena, why the protracted quarreling with science when 
science comes with its manifestly superior account of causa- 
tion? If causes are the object of search, why not an in- 
variable welcome for the improved methods of the scientific 
men? The fact is that we have here again what the psycho- 
analysts call a “displacement.” People say “cause” when 
they mean or partly mean that value which chances to be 
associated with and consequently confused with cause. The 
confusion results from a tendency described by Prof. Dewey: 


“From the standpoint of control and utilization, 
the tendency to assign superior reality to causes is 
explicable. A ‘cause’ is not merely an antecedent; it 
is that antecedent which if manipulated regulates the 
occurrence of the consequent. That is why the sun 
rather than night is the causal condition of the day. 
Knowing that consequences will take care of themselves 
if conditions can be had and managed, an ineradic- 
able natural pragmatism indulges in a cheap and short 
conversion, and conceives the cause as intrinsically 
more primary and necessary. This practical tendency 
is increased by the fact that time is a softener and 
dignifier; present troubles lose their acuteness when they 
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are no longer present. Old times are proverbially the 

good old times, and history begins with a Garden of 

Paradise or a Golden Age. Good, being congenial, 

is held to be normal; and what is suffered is a deviation, 

creating the problem of evil. Thus the earlier gets 

moral dignity as well as practical superiority.” 
Elsewhere, Dewey speaks of “the common philosophic 
fallacy of converting an eventual function into an antecedent 
force or cause.” 17 

Ts 
The identical characteristic of the God idea is manifest 
also in the various other attempts to defend theism such as 
that of harmonizing the old beliefs with modern science or, 
as in the instance of this paper, that of unreservedly ac- 
cepting the positions and the consequences of science, definitely 
abandoning supernaturalism, and identifying theism with that 
idealism to which science and art as well as religion jointly 
subscribe. Why do we trouble to talk about God at all? And 
why are people so easily satisfied with fragile and inconclusive 
arguments in this connection? Why their toleration of glaring 
inconsistencies? Why their naive addiction to flimsy ratio- 
nalizations? How, in short, account for the persistent desire 
to conserve theism, if theism is nothing but a superannuated 
theory of causation? The truth is that not the supernatural 
causation which science has invalidated but an idealism the 
renunciation of which would be a bewildering self contra- 
diction is the real point involved. As the invisible part of 
an iceberg greatly exceeds the visible part, so are the in- 
articulate idealistic meanings of “God,” more than the ar- 
ticulate causal ones. 
8. 
Our contention gains further strength when we look into 

the validity of the claim that people “believe” in God. 
“Believe” can mean: 


17 John Dewey, Experience and Nature, p. 109. Ibid., p. 308. Also Felix Adler, 
An Ethical Philosophy of Life, which speaks of “the superstition of causality.” “The 
prejudice of causality is probably ineradicable, just as the illusion that the sun 
revolves around the earth persists” (p. 141). 
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a) Affirming the existence of something. 
b) Affirming one’s approval of or loyalty to something. 


An example of the first sense is: “Some astronomers 
believe in the canals on Mars.” An example of the second 
is: “I believe in the policies of Mr. Coolidge.” In the Old 
Testament and perhaps largely in the New, “believe” carries 
the second sense, while current theology both professional 
and amateur takes the word in its first sense. 

Now, it is precisely to the most devout that God is 
conspicuously other than an object of belief in the first sense. 
Belief, in this sense, implies less than absolute certainty. As 
James showed in his famous essay, it involves the taking of. 
chances. It embraces the possibility of disbelief on the part 
of others and eventually on the part of the believer himself. 
It is the acceptance of a conclusion on less than clinching 
evidence. It is the adoption of a hypothesis which, like any 
hypothesis, is subject to supercession by a better one. 

But when people commit themselves to “The Rock of 
Ages,” “ The Everlasting Arms,” “The Eternal Refuge” can 
they mean anything so uncertain? Certainty is the very 
essence of their attitude. For religious fervor, the alternative 
to certainty is atheism; tertium non datur. Something abso- 
lutely certain must be found to which to attach the word 
“God” or the word must remain unattached. People no 
longer worship ancestors, stones and planets because these 
objects do not satisfy the needs that a God is expected to 
satisfy. Anything uncertain, hypothetical, debatable, similarly 
can not satisfy the needs of those who need a “Rock That 
is high.” People may rightly use the word “ believe” in their 
less religious moments when nothing of consequence is at stake. 
But, in times of tremendous earnestness, the word can only 
carry the Biblical significance of loyalty, steadfastness, 
approval. How inept, at such times, is “believing” with the 
import of “favoring a certain hypothesis”! 

And there is an absolute certainty. The very need of 
distinguishing between certain and uncertain, true and false, 
satisfactory and objectionable can be denied only at the cost 
of denying that one is denying. That need is the irrefragible 
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certainty.18 That need presupposes a criterion (though not 
necessarily a clearly articulated criterion), a supreme ideal, 
a summum bonum, an ultimate reference hovering over all 
trends, judgments and discriminations. Men may have in- 
fused many meanings into the word “God.” The supreme 
ideal is surely one of those meanings—a meaning which can 
exist even if dimly and confusedly, in minds hospitable to 
other and incompatible meanings. That supreme ideal, the 
goal of all longing and striving, approximation to which con- 
stitutes goodness, truth and beauty, recession from which 
constitutes evil, falsehood and ugliness; that ideal which is 
itself not a cause but in our advance toward which we are 
obliged to study and utilise causation; which is not a matter ~ 
of belief but toward which all believing and disbelieving are 
alike a groping; which is neither subjective nor objective but 
the occasion for the entire discrimination between subjective 
and objective; which is the incentive and direction of science 
no less than of religion—that supreme ideal is one of the 
meanings in fact one of the most vital meanings of the 
‘common man’s” God. 
9. 

Finally we should notice that, as soon as the word “God” 
becomes divested of its idealistic implications, the result is 
atheism. An atheist is merely a person for whom the word 
“God” has lost or has never acquired any idealistic implications. 
The modern atheist usually associates the word with anti- 
scientific world views or with distasteful ecclesiastical or 
economic policies. The purely supernatural (and consequently 
non-existent) God is thus an atheistic rather than a theistic 
concept. The God of the theist is supernatural only in- 
cidentally and by misinterpretation. Essentially the God of 
the theist is not a supernatural cause but a supreme ideal. 

The question often arises regarding the permissibility of 
using the word “God” to mean “supreme ideal,” considering 


18 “ Values are values, things having certain intrinsic qualities. Of them as 
values there is accordingly nothing to be said; they are what they are.”—Dewey, 


Op. Cit., p. 396. 
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the fact that people do use the word in the causal super- 
naturalistic sense. In rejoinder it must be borne in mind that 
the problem’ of what constitutes the “right” to use a given 
word in a given way is by no means simple. Words have 
arisen and their meanings have multiplied because people have 
thus desired. Why then should not the mere desire to use a 
given word for a given object constitute the “right” to such 
usage? Why should desire which is right in the one case be 
wrong in the other? 

Desires, be it remembered, are not spontaneously 
generated. There must be something in the old meaning of a 
word which begets the desire to extend the word’s application. 
Ogden and Richards surmise that it may depend upon emotive 
qualities.1® The “right” of an object to be called by a 
certain name may well be grounded upon the sheer ability 
of the object to get itself called by that name. 

It may be argued that, inasmuch as the word “God” 
has so frequently meant a supernatural cause, misunderstand- 
ing may arise if a different sense is intended. But the danger 
of being misunderstood is one against which it is necessary 
to be on guard no matter what the word used or what the 
subject discussed. Precautions against misunderstanding are 
imperative always. In gatherings such as those for prayer and 
inspiration where the word “God” rarely possesses other than 
its evaluative sense, what peril can there be in employing its 
evaluative sense? On the other hand, in theological discussions, 
where the causative sense is likely to prevail, the evaluative use’ 
of the term may need express asseveration. 

To abandon the term entirely is to be deprived of the 
finest evaluative expedient that language possesses. The word 
serves to identify the aspirations of all the myriads living and 
dead who have used it. And the identification of aspiration, 
as we shall notice later, is an extraordinary social device for 
strengthening aspiration. The word should, of course, be 
abandoned when addressing people for whom it has lost its 
favorable connotation. In the presence of the atheist, the 
word had best be omitted except under circumstances per- 


19 Op. cit., p. 236. 
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mitting the elucidation of its evaluative import and favoring 
the conciliation of atheistic or agnostic idealism with that of 
the theist. 

When, therefore, people affirm divine help, the adjective 
“divine” does not necessarily or exclusively designate the 
source of the help. It indicates rather the significance, the 
importance, the value of the help; in short, the relation both 
= need for the help and of the help itself to a supreme 
ideal.?° 


Ill. PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPEDIENTS 


The additional sense in which help can be divine is 
something entirely psychological. As stated above: “Divine” 
refers to the psychological expedients employed to bring 
about the favorable turn of events—hope, prayer, aspiration, 
&c.71 é 

Art, science and every day life are, no less than religion, 
an outreaching for a goal, an attempt to win satisfactions by 
winning higher satisfactions. The unique thing about religion 
is its aptitude for being explicit about the ultimate goal. 
Art, science and every day life presuppose the supreme ideal 
but content themselves with presupposing. Religion goes 
beyond this inarticulate presupposing. Religion is, in some 
unique way, concerned with the goal itself. The benefit of 
religion is the benefit inherent in the fact that the conscious- 
ness of the ultimate aim will enhance the pursuit of that 
aim. We go better when we know whither we are going. 
We seek better when we know what we are seeking. In 
biological evolution, intelligence has supervened upon auto- 
matism because intelligence which implies activity with an 
end in view surmounts difficulties to which automatism 
succumbs. Similarly, to realize that it is a supreme ideal that 


20 Prof. Adler and his associates of the Ethical Culture Movement have a 
predilection for the adjective “divine” though shying at the affirmative use of 
the noun “God.” This may be due to the fact that the more reserved use of 
the bisyllabic Latin adjective makes it less suggestive of the causal supernatural 
than the more commonly employed Anglo-Saxon monosyllabic noun. 

21 Supra page 586. 
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we are striving after will predispose us to side-step many an 
obstacle. 

But this conscious or almost conscious reference to an 
ultimate goal, while the distinctive feature of religion, is not 
its only feature. Religion has many additional expedients, 
among them a rich repertoire of imagery. Religion familiarly 
lays under contribution the resources of the various arts— 
music, drama (including ritual), pictorial and plastic repre- 
sentations, architecture, as well as poetry, fiction and mytho- 
logy. Religion also has its wealth of impressive phraseology, 
“Heavenly Father,” “Rock of Ages,” “King of Kings,” 
“Everlasting Light” and the like, the power of which lies 
in the capacity of imagery to influence the emotions and 
the will. 

By imagery is meant those elements of experience which 
are detached from the rigid time-space order which we call 
the outer or objective world. It is made up largely of 
memories, among them the so-called unconscious memories 
of Psychoanalysis, these memories possessing an unlimited 
fluidity, being amenable to any number and kind of dis- 
placements going on “inside the head.” 2 

Now images are instruments precisely like knives, drugs, 
locomotives and electric currents. Like any instrument they 
are good or bad according to the purpose for which they 
are used and according to their suitability for that purpose. 
Many images are serviceable for handling the so-called outer 
world, those experiences belonging to the objective time-space 
order. The various formulae of the sciences belong to this 
class of images—the earth that is round, the electric current 
which requires a closed circuit, the stress to be borne by a 


22 By this admittedly crude definition of imagery, no prejudice is intended 
against Behaviorism or any other school of Psychology which may employ different 
interpretative language. We may as readily say “verbal conditioning” or 
“ retinal stimulation ” (Watson, op. cit., p. 213). The phenomenon itself is under 
consideration: the interpretative positions respectively adopted by the several 
schools of Psychology will not effect our conclusions. Indeed a better word than 
“imagery” appears to be needed. The salient thing is not the image but certain 
forms of mentation to which the image is but accessory. The point is treated in 
Ogden and Richards, op, cit., pp. 30, 148-151, 157, 328. 
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bridge not yet built, the organs of some paleolithic monster 
—all of these are uses of imagery by which external events 
are to be controlled. Then there is a class of imagery which 
is impotent for the control of external events but highly 
effective for the control of the emotions and volitions—for 
visceral rather than manual responses, if the Behaviorist so 
prefers.?° Art derives its material from imagery of this type. 

Falsehood results when imagery which is suitable for 
affective-volitional control is used as though it were also 
suitable for external control. Myth used as though it were 
history and fancy used as though it were fact give results 
much akin to those that might be expected if a lily were used 
as though it were a furnace or a jewel as though it were a 
shovel. Bosanquet has put it: “Everything is Real so long 
as we do not take it for what it is not.” A myth is never 
false so long as it is taken as a myth and not mistaken for 
history. Drama is not false so long as it is understood to be 
drama but becomes hopelessly deceptive for the child visiting 
the theater for the first time and confusing dramatic incident 
with life off stage. 

The imagery of religion can not possibly be false as long 
as it fulfills its function of affective-volitional control.?+ 
The moment the same imagery gets to be used for other 
purposes, the result is all of the theological missteps over 
which atheism gloats and on which scepticism thrives. 

Much religious imagery has the distinction of having 
consistently escaped misuse. “Rock of Ages” has not, since 
the days of stone worship, given rise to the supposition that 
the deity is a lapidary specimen nor has “The Lord is my 
shepherd” misled any one into insisting that the deity is a 
cattle breeder. Less fortunate has been the phrase “ Heavenly 
Father.” In Christianity, at least, it has created the burden- 
some need of defending the doctrine of the Virgin Birth. 
The affective-volitional benefits of the word “Creator” have 
been obtained perhaps at the greatest cost of all. The use of 


23 Watson, op. cit., p. 130. 
24 “So far as words are used emotively, no question as to their truth in 
the strict sense can directly arise.” Ogden and Richards, op. cit., p. 259. 
c 
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the word “Creator” for other than affective-volitional pur- 
poses has saddled the ages with the task of “reconciling ” 
science and ‘Genesis or of combatting science in the interests 
of Genesis. 

Some writers, particularly of the psychoanalytic schools, 
have a way of stressing the father image as though it were 
the sole specimen in the repertoire of religion.2° The rock 
image descending from the days of stone worship, the light 
image from the days of sun worship, the shepherd image from 
the days of pastoral life, the king image from the days of 
monarch worship are perhaps no less affective for stirring the 
emotions than the father image surviving from the days of 
ancestor worship. 

Yet this oversight is trivial compared with another. 
There should be no overlooking the fact that imagery by 
itself does not constitute religion. Art also and even psycho- 
neuroses revel in imagery. The vital thing about religious 
imagery is that it is religious. It is imagery used for a unique 
purpose, the purpose namely of creating situations which are , 
judged to embody the utmost value. Even when harmfully 
or ineffectively applied, the imagery of religion is applied 
with the intent of infusing into life the presence of the 
supreme ideal. 

This then is the sense in which God is a Heavenly Father: 
the father image can be used for creating affective-volitional 
states which are highly conformable to ultimate ideals. 

Some psychologists regard the father image as nothing 
but a device for awakening certain infantile attitudes of trust 


25 Sigmund Freud, Leonardo da Vinci, Translated by A. A. Brill, New York, 
1916, p. 57; C.G. Jung, The Psychology of the Unconscious, Translated by Beatrice 
M. Hinkle, New York, 1916, p. 254; Georges Berguer, Some Aspects of the Life 
of Jesus, New York, 1923, pp. 40, 2473 Johann Kinkel, “The Problem of the 
Psychological Foundation of the Origin of Religion,” Jmago, Vol. 8, No. 1; 
Everett Dean Martin, The Mystery of Religion, New York, 1924, p. 1273 
Cavendish Moxon, “Religion in the Light of Psychoanalysis,” Psychoanalytic 
Review, Vol. 7, No. 1; Pierre Bovet, Le Sentiment Religieux et la Psychologie de 
PEnfant, p. 25; Chas. Baudouin, Studies in Psychoanalysis, Translated by Eden 
and Cedar Paul, London, 1922, p. 420; Ernest Jones, Essays in Applied Psycho- 
analysis, London, 1923, p. 426. 
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and of freedom from care—attitudes persisting into adult life 
but none the less infantile. But is this all that there is to the 
father image? Why only infantile tendencies? Why not also 
parental? “Heavenly Father” calls to mind not only the 
trust which we, as infants, felt toward our parents but also 
the trust which we, as parents, awaken in our children. And, 
not only that. Into the web of association, why may not 
affection for all childhood enter and, still farther expanding, 
why may not all altruistic sentiments have a part in the 
father complex, sometimes fainter, sometimes stronger? 
Everything reported by Kropotkin and by Nasmyth2® on 
the subject of mutual aid—habits, sentiments, traditions, 
customs of mutual aid—may, by a familiar psychological 
process, share in the father image. 

The psychoanalytic writers have also much to say about 
the rdle of sex in religion. Speaking psychoanalytically, this 
can only mean that certain associations or complexes of 
associations having to do with the procreative process are 
identical with certain ones that appear in the religious. Or, 
speaking behavioristically, we would have to say that pro- 
creation and religion have certain neural reflexes or com- 
binations of reflexes in common. 

Points of identity, however, do not exclude points of 
difference. Roses contain nitrogen: refuse also contains 
nitrogen. Yet it hardly follows that roses and refuse are the 
same thing. The most crucial difference in the world is that 
of purpose or function. Religion, at least in its more attractive 
registers, uses sex associations as it does everything else, for 
the purpose of realizing the supreme good. Religion quotes: 
“T have loved thee with an everlasting love,” “Thy love it 
is my heart desires,” “Let me to Thy bosom fly.”?7 Shall 
we say that there is no difference between these attitudes and 
those of libertinism? All the distance from zenith to nadir 
lies between sex responses functioning toward one end and sex 
responses tending toward another. 


26 Peter Kropotkin, Mutual Aid as a Factor in Evolution; George Nasmyth, 


Social Progress and the Darwinian Theory, New York, 1916. ae 
27 A striking passage in Succah 5 4a asserts that divine love is like sexual love. 
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God is then a helper in the sense that the thought of 
God with its attendant imagery has the effect of dispelling 
undesirable states of mind and substituting desirable ones. 

The world must have known long before the advent of 
Psychoanalysis what a compelling réle memory plays in 
human life. Most, perhaps all of our emotions are due less 
to the prevailing situation than to the memories aroused by 
that situation—often unconscious memories as the psycho- 
analyst would say (unverbalized responses as the behaviorist 
prefers to say).28 Not our present predicaments but our 
memories are the chief object of our hostilities and fears. Our 
failure to notice this belongs to life’s dominant illusions. The 
bigot, for instance, who directs his shafts at new ideas has 
his quarrel in reality not with the new ideas but with certain 
earlier experiences, possibly forgotten childhood experiences, 
which those new ideas resuscitate. The cardinal task of 
religion is to substitute solacing and edifying memories for 
torturing and degrading ones. 

Even hope, though it refers to the future, achieves in the 
present by utilizing the past. Now, this very moment, I 
possess the desirable state of mind owing to the mental sug- 
gestions which my hopes afford. But what is mental sug- 
gestion if not a process based on memory? Gratifying ex- 
periences of the past are imaginatively revived wherever hope 
can be said to function. Before condemning the otherworld- 
liness of some religions, it may be well to inquire how far 
the otherworld imagery is indispensable as a device for 
crowding out foul memories and substituting fair ones. 


PART TWO 


SOCIOLOGICAL BEARINGS 
Having analysed the meaning of the affirmations regard- 
ing divine help, we proceed now to consider the social factors 


which those several elements of meaning involve. 


28 Watson, op. cit., pp. 130, 190, 205. 


————. 
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We shall let an outstanding sociologist provide us with 
this definition of the word “social”: “of or pertaining to a 
group of individuals who carry on a common life by means 
of mental interaction.”2® The question then before us is: 
What actions of human beings upon one another can we find 
displayed in those situations to which people refer when they 
affirm divine help? 

Since we have thus far considered divine help affirmations 
from the standpoint of needs, causes, gradations of value, 
and expedients, let us observe a parallel procedure now that 
we are probing into the related social interactions. 


I. NEEDS 


The needs which are the occasion for the help receiving 
the appraisal “divine” can be social in at least five different 
ways: °° 

(1) Many if not most human troubles consist of unhappy 
relations between human persons. Poverty, oppression, war, 

strife, humiliation, neglect, contempt, envy, physical or 
financial injury, tyranny, insults, lawlessness—the entire 
gamut of woes which men inflict upon one another and which 
led Schopenhauer to exclaim, “ Homo homini lupus,” belong 
to this category. How inveterately all utopian literature 
assumes that when social maladjustments will have ceased, 
all maladjustments will have ceased! Then “ will the threshing 
reach unto the vintage and the vintage unto the sowing,” *1 
then “the earth shall answer the grain and the new wine 


29 Charles Ellwood, Social Psychology, foot note p.7. For this reference 
I am indebted to my friend, Prof. Eubank of the University of Cincinnati. 

30 Prof. Eubank advises reference to the “four wishes” of W.I. Thomas, 
The Persistence of Primary Group Norms in Present Day Society. These wishes are 
(1) Security, (2) New Experience, (3) Recognition, (4) Response. Prof. Eubank 
points out that my numbers 2 and 3 belong by “sympathetic identification ” to 
the desire for security and that my number 4 is essentially a desire for response 
and number 5 a form of the desire for recognition. Prof. Eubank farther suggests 
comparison with the “sixfold interest” of Albion W. Small, General Sociology, 
p. 425 ff. These interests are: (1) Health, (2) Wealth, (3) Knowledge, (4) Beauty, 
(5) Sociability, (6) Righteousness. 

31 Leviticus 26. 5. 
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and the oil.”22 Utopias are strikingly free of droughts, 
storms, floods, infections—all bold psychological testimony to 
the dominance of social troubles in the catalogue of human 
miseries. 

(2) Needs may furthermore be social in the sense that 
human beings, by sympathetic identification, partake of one 
another’s sorrows. The illness of a dear one can be a greater 
tribulation than our own, the knowledge of another’s anguish 


more poignant than our own. This appropriation of others’ . 


reverses attains its maximum within the family circle yet 
readily spreads beyond the family into the broader domains 
of neighborhood, community, nation and the world. The 
sinking of the Titanic, the burning of the Irogois theater, 
the earthquake in Japan, the famines in China and Russia 
can harrow the souls of millions who will never look upon 
the slightest physical vestige of those disasters. From every 
human calamity the suffering, transmuted into the type called 
mental, radiates over vast areas. This obviously is a sense 
in which some of our acutest needs are social. 

(3) Likewise social are those needs which we commonly 
designate as moral—the struggle with the surge of primitive 
impulse, otherwise called “the battle with temptation,” the 
travail, often futile, to carry out in conduct the requirements 
of accepted moral standards. In so far as moral standards 
are matters of social inculcation and utility, these needs also 
must be listed as social. It should be added that not only 
our own moral success but also that of others can be with 
us a matter of ardent concern. 

(4) Furthermore, companionship has its place in the list 
of human needs. Loneliness can be a dire scourge. Protracted 
periods of solitary confinement are said to have had insanity 
as their result. 

(5) Account must finally be taken of Prof. Cooley’s 
reflection: “In a very large and interesting class of cases the 
social reference takes the form of a somewhat definite 
imagination of how one’s self... appears in a particular mind, 
and the kind of self-feeling one has is determined by the 


32 Hosea I. 24. 
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attitude toward this attributed to that other mind.” 83 The 
good opinion of others, crudely stated, is thus among our 
needs. Real or supposed lack of that good opinion can be 
agony. The battlefield is not the only place where death is 
preferred to social disparagement. 

Any of all of these needs can acquire transcendant im- 
portance and their satisfaction become a matter of such extra- 
ordinary value as to evoke the characterization “ divine.” 


II. CAUSES 


The causative factors in a vast amount of help which is 
momentous enough to be regarded as divine are other human. 
beings. “Nihil homini homine utilior” says Spinoza. Help 
which is divine as to its importance can thus be social as to 
its cause. We have already noticed the psychological “ dis-. 
placement” which precipitates the impression that the cause 
is divine. 

We can not maintain, of course, that al] important help 
is socially caused. Biological, meteorological and psychological 
factors falling outside of the social domain are constantly 
operative in the healing of sickness, the saving of crops, and 
the relief of depression. Still, the réle played by human beings 
in most instances of human deliverance is enormous. Very 
often, biological, meteorological and psychological factors are 
socially supplemented. The physician and the weather pro- 
gnosticator, the agricultural consultant, the engineer, the ex- 
perimenter, the psychiatrist, even the artist, without whose 
direction we might have missed finding sunsets and landscapes 
glorious, represent social augmentations of extra-social boons. 
In the last analysis, our very bodies, with their organs of 
sense and sensibility responsive to nature’s blights and blessings, 
‘are social products. 

Where the needs are of the five social types listed above, 
the help must necessarily be social. On social predicaments, 
how can any but social agents operate, whatever may be the 
indirect effect of such non-social factors as floods, storms, 


33 Op. cit., pp. 151, 152. Also the discussion of the Social Self by Willliam 
James in The Principles of Psychology, New York, 1899, Vol. I, pp. 293-296. 
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crops, fire, droughts, rain, sunshine, landscapes and sunsets in 
the production of human amenities, enmities and conciliations. 

Everything which falls within the domain of mutual aid, 
so notably celebrated by Kropotkin and Nasmyth, applies in 
this connection. Three types of mutual aid require dis- 
crimination: 


(x) Aid against the hostile forces of nature outside of 
human life. 

(2) Aid against hostile human beings. 

(3) Spiritual aid. 


(1) The volumes of Kropotkin and.Nasmyth deal largely 
with the aid of the first type. Men rush to one another’s 
rescue from hunger, flood, fire, wild beasts, exposure and 
disease—not only men but infra-human forms of animal life 
down to the tiniest insect. 

(2) No less important for our purpose is the second type 
of mutual aid where men rescue men from men. This 
phenomenon must be invoked to explain some outstanding 
specimens of religious parlance such as the assertions which 
put God, the helper, on one side and man, the foe, on the 
other. 


“Tf it had not been the Lord Who was on our side, 
When men rose up against us; 

Then they had swallowed us up alive, 

When their wrath was kindled against us.” 34 


“They compassed me about; yea, they compassed me about: 
In the name of the Lord I will cut them off.” 35 


Yet, even here our thesis holds that the divinity really 
meant lies not in the cause but in the value of the help and 
that the cause of the help, even in the face of formidable 
human hostility, is still something human. 

It was, after all, not “men” that “rose up against me” 
but a restricted group of men—the group to which I do not 


34 Psalm 124. 2, 3. 
35 Psalm 118. 11. 
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belong arrayed against the group to which I do belong. 
Exegetically, of course, the “me” in the Biblical passages 
quoted happens to be the group, that is, the nation or the 
faithful faction of the nation and not any individual. Yet, 
even taking the passages homiletically and acknowledging 
their adequacy as expressions of individual experience to which 
they have doubtless been applied countless times, we still have 
a social causation for the rescue from social hostility. My 
-enemies are before me but elsewhere are my friends. They 
will rescue me if they can. Even if they fail to rescue me, 
the thought of them is a spiritual factor of great beneficence 
—as we shall notice presently. Edith Cavel may be in the 
hands of her foes. Yet, beyond her foes is the wider circle 
of her own. It is for them that she is struggling and suffering. 
It is from them that she derives the spiritual help pending 
the arrival of the physical help which will save her cause 
although too tardy to save her life. Theirs are the hymns 
and prayers and the religious tropes which comfort her last 
hours. “They that are with us are more than they that are 
with them.” Elisha may have referred to the gleaming angels 
on the surrounding heights. But even without the mythical 
angels, his words would have been true. Social presence is 
something vaster than physical presence. Social presence is 
unbounded in time or space. The remotest regions and the 
remotest generations can belong to it. Beyond the hostile 
Syrian cordon, is the infinite and eternal social situation 
wherein Elisha has the victory. 

Nor are human friends, when foes overwhelm, altogether 
absent even physically. How many a foe is a potential friend! 
Pocahontas need not have been Captain Smith’s only pro- 
tagonist in that dreadful hour. Song and story are fond of 
the theme. It is not impossible for enemies to become admirers 
and even helpers. What we noticed at the outset about un- 
expectedness finds striking illustration in the devious ways of 
social interaction. 

(3) The third type of aid which we must consider is the 
spiritual which has already obtained some _ incidental 
illustration. What do we mean by the spiritual? In a previous 
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connection, we have asserted that spiritual is an evaluative 
term, a eulogistic appraisal of situations highly approximative 
to the highest ideal. We declined to identify the spiritual 
with the emotional or volitional because emotional and 
volitional aspects belong also to situations which do not merit 
that encomium. Still, there is a sense of the word “ spiritual ” 
‘in which affective-volitional experiences do have a dominating 
place. That place appears to be this: The spiritual is the im- . 
portant. The important elicits closer scrutiny than the un- 
important. Affective-volitional factors which are ignored or 
lightly heeded in unimportant situations gain their due measure 
of attention when the significant situations arise. This capa- 
city of momentous situations to win closer scrutiny than the 
non-momentous will account for the rdle played by the 
“soul,” the “heart,” the “inner life,” &c.—or their 
behavioristic equivalents—in conjunction with spirituality. 

Spirituality, of course, does not and can not dispense with 
“outer” elements. There can be no response except there 
be a situation to which to respond: there can be no volition 
without something to be willed. The “ outer” is as inseparable 
from spirituality as the “inner” and the “ inner ” as inseparable 
from the wnspiritual as the “outer.” The difference is 
apparently due to the amount of attention elicited by affec- 
tive-volitional occurrences in situations of high value and of 
low value respectively. 

The correctness or incorrectness of this explanation 
however need not effect the salient point which is the part 
that fellow human beings assume in generating that “ inner 
life of the soul.” Can anything even remotely approach in 
its potency the influence which human beings exert upon 
one another? Here belong example, impression, imitation, 
suggestion, congeniality, persuasion—phenomena, in their 
turn no doubt, reducible to the associations, conscious or 
unconscious, of Psychoanalysis and the conditioned responses 
of Behaviorism. 

How enormous this potency is becomes revealed in the 
frequency with which people “find God” in their human 
relations. 
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“World, how it walled about 
Life with disgrace! 
Till God’s own smile came out; 
That was thy face!” °° 


“In thine eyes, my darling,” said a dying man to his 
wife, “have I beheld the Eternal.” 27 Who has not seen in 
the face of a beloved child the face of God? How commonly 
is the voice of an inspiring prophet, teacher or companion 
the voice of God! These statements are indeed misleading if 
the word “God” is taken in its causal sense. But they are 
literally true when the word carries its usual non-theological 
sense of value, high value, supreme, superlative value. This 
is the sense in which God is the comforter of sorrow, a 
strengthener against temptation, a cleanser of the heart and 
the essence of that moral rehabilitation which is traditionally 
called the forgiveness of sin. The circumstance that human 
contacts can be shown to have been operative in the causation 
of these benefits does not make them a whit less divine so 
far as their value is concerned. 

And, in its spiritual ranges, mutual aid is how signally 
mutual! Each aids the other by becoming an object of aid 
for the other and eliciting from that other the proclivity for 
aiding.*8 Herein lies the sense in which irrefutably “God is 
love,” love being that relation in which human beings supremely 
influence one another toward that state in which supreme 
values are approximated if not realised. The joy of service, 
the comfort of self-effacement, the peace that comes with 
humility, and the blessedness of self-renunciation belong here, 
the individual, like Sir Galahad, finding himself by losing 
himself. Here also is exemplified the great doctrine of the 
intrinsic and indefeasible worth of the individual. The highest 
good of others is the highest good of each and this is what 


36 Robert Browning, “ The Two Poets of Croisic.” 

37 Coe, op. cit., p. 25. 

38 Felix Adler, op. cit. p.171: “The category of interdependence implies 
that the lines of energy between A and B cross, so that A is subject to B’s 
influence, B subject to A’s influence simultaneously. The simultaneity of the 
relation distinguishes the category of interdependence from that of causality.” 


614 ABRAHAM CRONBACH [32] 


the intrinsic worth of the individual implies. In vain will 
any highest good be sought by any one person which is not 
at the same time the highest good of everyone else. 


Ill. GRADATIONS OF VALUE 


The very gradation of good into higher and lower which 
we have found to be so distinctly inseparable from religion 
is deeply saturated with social presuppositions. The mere fact 
that the good is matter of discussion, argument and debate 
betrays this character. Both the attack and the defence of any 
line of conduct start from the assumption that the good to 
be sought is the good of all and not merely a good which, 
benefitting one, excludes another. Anything is bad which fails to 
realise this assumption; anything is good which does realise it. 

By far the most frequent use of the words “good” and 
“bad” is that of relative positions in the line of social inter- 
action. “Bad” is that which is being socially transcended, 
supplemented, corrected, left behind. “Good” is the prospec- 
tive outcome of such transcending, supplementing and cor- 
recting. “Bad” is an earlier stage of the same journey whereof 
“good” is a later stage. At any given time, the earlier stage 
is represented by some persons and tendencies and the later 
stage by others. 

Genetically viewed it is plain why this should be so. 
The individual is ipso facto a member of that larger unit, the 
race. The individual’s activities can be understood only as 
phases of racial activity. The preservation of the individual is 
of moment because upon it depends the preservation of the 
race. When the preservation of the race calls for the sacrifice 
of the individual, then the sacrifice of the individual becomes 
of moment whether gloriously on the battle field or igno- 
minously on the gallows. Social pressure tends incessantly to 
make the mental habits of the individual reflect the interests 
of the race. To this proposition everything thus far said 
regarding mutual aid is but the corollary.*° 

39 Coe, op. cit., p. 39: “ The justification, not to say necessity, for recognizing 
a simply social function of mind exists not alone in the social presuppositions of 


several recognized values but also in a long series of genetic studies which, from one 
angle after another, have revealed the fundamentally social nature of consciousness.” 
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Behind this racial character of the individual may perhaps 
be traced the ultimate mystery of the one and the many. 
Individuals are the many whereof the race is the one. This 
brings us to the farthest bounds of human thought, the 
mystery of the one and the many, the eternal and insoluble, 
bidding the mind of man: “Thus far shalt thou go and no 
farther.” In this sense, the good becomes linked with the 
infinite and the ineffable. 


IV. EXPEDIENTS 


We have already enumerated among the senses in which 
help can be divine the circumstance that it is at times 
something psychological obtained through various religious 
practices such as prayer, ritual, meditation, hope, trust.‘ 
These religious expedients possess the quality appraised as 
divine: 

a) when they really help, 

b) when the help is important and significant. 


From the days of the ancient prophets to the days of 
modern anti-clericalism, these religious usages have had the 
defect of being resorted to long after changing conditions had. 
deprived them of their effectiveness. Still their frequent 
futility does not gainsay the possibility of their being beneficial 
on occasion. In a world where most evils and the roots of 
still more evils lie in the emotions and the will, anything 
which creates a salutary state of the emotions and the will 
has every qualification for the encomium “divine.” 


40 It would be customary to add “faith” but this we shall have to forego 
because of the misleading character of the word. The word is used in two 
distinct senses which have been hopelessly confused. One sense is that of the 
utilisation of certain mental (the Behaviorist would say “ verbal”) representations 
whose effect is deemed to be emotionally and volitionally helpful. The other 
sense of “faith” is that of a mental attitude in which the difference between 
evidence and lack of evidence is ignored, almost justifying the witticism ascribed 
to the school boy who is reported to have said: “Faith is when you believe 
what you know ain’t true.” Faith in the second sense is virtually the opposite 
of faith in the first sense. Erasure of the difference between evidence and lack 
of evidence produces emotions and volitions which can not be desirable. 
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In a previous connection, we have compared the use of 
imagery in religion with its use in art. We have also con- 
sidered some’specimens of imagery such as that involving the 
father experience and that involving the sex experience. We 
must now draw the distinction between the earlier associations 
of imagery and later associations. 

Thus, expressions such as “Heavenly Father” have an 
impressiveness whose origin lies in the first years of life. The 
psychology of religion, whatever the school, has the function 
of tracing such origins. Yet these initial experiences are not 
the only ones contributing to the associational content of 
religious phrases. Much to their associational enrichment, there 
have been, subsequent to childhood, innumerable occasions 
upon which these phrases have been used. They may have 
been spoken by a beloved mother,*! teacher, prophet or friend. 
They may have become glorified through entrancing music 
or aureoled in masterpieces of art. We may well question 
whether infantile associations are necessarily more potent than 
those arising at a later date. 

With certain phrases, the associational content is in a 
state of constant growth. Expressions like “God bless you,” 
“God will take care of you,” “God give thee peace,” “ Holy 
Spirit,’ “The peace that passeth understanding” #4? have 
served so perennially to vocalize affection and good will as 
to have become a special vocabulary of affection and good 
will. The beloved persons not only by whom but also to 
whom these words are spoken augment their associational 


41 The immense réle played in religion by filial respect has a bearing 
upon this point. Religion is still identified with piety, that is pietas, filial devotion. 
In Judaism as elsewhere numerous usages are avowedly observed for no other 
reason than that of honoring parents or even remoter ancestors. Some anthropo- 
logists would have us understand that ancestor worship constituted the beginning 
or an early stage of some or of all religions. 

42“The peace of God that passeth understanding” admits of being 
understood in terms of social psychology. Various human contacts, memories, 
expectations, artistic and literary achievements have been psychologically 
instrumental in producing that peace. The peace is “of God” in the sense of 
its being wholesome, excellent, desirable, an exceptional embodiment of value. 
A more accurate phrasing would be “ passeth expectation.” 
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wealth. The power of this love and friendship is surely not 
less than that of infantile recollection or sex reminiscence. 

Along these lines also the attempt can be made to 
account for the reputed efficacy of prayer that one person 
offers in behalf of another. Prayer is the manifestation of 
one’s interest in that other, of that good will, appreciation, 
esteem—of that understanding, at least, which we have already 
listed among the urgent social needs. “Pray for me” denotes: 
“Take an interest in me. Be concerned about me. Influence 
me helpfully.” The benefit of the prayer lies in the beneficence 
of the one who offers the prayer while the God addressed 
in the prayer is that supreme good which, through it all, is 
being visaged and approached. 

Conversely, when the associations are repellent, religious 
phraseology becomes hateful and atheism is the result. Atheism, 
as we have seen, differs from theism only in the matter of 
nomenclature. A tyrannical parent, a bigoted teacher, a reac- 
tionary church, a mawkish or superstitious congregation can 
render any set of phrases obnoxious and provocative of dissent. 

Finally, it should be noticed how extensively the phraseo- 
logy of religion refers to inanimate objects: light, tower, 
fortress, rock, sea, &c. Unless we can trace these figures back 
to the days of fetichism when inanimate objects were anthropo- 
morphised, we may have to regard these phrases as being 
without a primary social basis. By virtue of their religious 
appropriation and repeated usage they become social in a 
secondary way. 

Thus help, which is divine as to its value, can be social 
as to its expedients in addition to being social as to its cause. 


CONCLUSION 


JEwisH BEARINGS 


As we began with a reflection on the Jewish bearings 
of our theme, it may be well to end with a similar reflection. 
That the God of Jewish tradition is a causative God can 
not be denied. Still it is significant that Theology which is 
responsible for the causal conception plays, in Jewish tradition, 
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a role much inferior to that of worship; and in worship, as 
we have seen, causation is, if broached at all, hardly more 
than a symbol of value. Have we not, in the preceding pages, 
had occasion to quote Jewish liturgic phrases when illustrating 
the evaluative conception of Deity? 

Even in Jewish Theology, the age-long struggle against 
anthropomorphism may in a measure have been due to a per- 
ception, however dim, that causative categories fail to compass 
the Divine. A causal God must needs be an anthropomorphic 
God: such a vast part of observable causation is human, 
Divine causation could hardly be other than quasi-human. 
The Jewish insurgency against anthropomorphism which reaches 
its climax in Maimonides but which has often been traced through 
the Targumim back into the Massoretic text and possibly into 
still earlier manifestations is by no means unrelated to a feel- 
ing that. not causation but value is the meaning of Divinity. 

Passages can, in fact, be quoted in which the idea that 
the causally human can be evaluatively divine is almost ex- 
plicit. There is, for instance, the passage in Leviticus Rabba 34, 2 
to the effect that the benevolent person, as it were, deprives 
God of the merit of giving bread to all flesh.4# There is 
also the passage in Leviticus Rabba 34, 16 to the effect that 
as a “‘repairer of the breach” the benevolent person is God’s 
surrogate.*4 

Likewise how significant in this connection are the 
famous utterances in Abot chapter 3, paragraphs 3 and 7, 
asserting the presence of the Divine where human beings 
assemble under exalted conditions! 

Nor is the conception of human beings who, like the 
prophets, function as messengers of God, without kinship with 
these views. The Shebet Musar 2, 5 has the pregnant phrase: 
“He imparteth unto His creatures some of the mercy which 
is His.”*5 Human mercy is here identified with divine 


43 Leviticus Rabba 34. 2 quoting Psalms 136. 25 and 145.15: "ws 92> ond pms 
myer ns 1d Fem or 83. 

44 Leviticus Rabba 34. 16 quoting Isaiah 58. 12: awa pax spre ama qb snp 
MDpoy move Nw OM AMA AI ANS Pep stand oy moma meen n/p Tes ON TINS. 

45 Shebet Musar 2. 5: vemsa mead jms. 
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mercy—which is all but saying that something which is in 
some ways human is, at the same time, divine evaluatively. 

Then there are the Jewish affirmations that friendship 
is divine *6 and, above all, the vast amount said about the 
sacred implications of charity. Again and again is God re- 
presented in the Bible, the Midrash, the Talmud and the 
Ethical Writers either as enjoining charity or as rewarding 
charity or as both. This, to be sure, is not a clear cut assertion 
that charity is the causative where the divine is the evaluative. 
Yet, in view of what has already been said about psycho- 
logical “displacements” can these charity teachings be dis- 
missed as altogether irrelevant? How readily can “God is 
the commander of benevolence,” “God is the rewarder of 
benevolence” be displacements for “God is the value to be 
realized through benevolence”? Considering the doctrinal 
background of Jewish charity teachings, could there have been 
any greater approximation to our doctrine of social cause, 
divine value? 

Indeed a momentous practical inference follows. If the 
traditional declarations about the divinity of benevolence 
are to mean anything in modern terms they must mean the 
negation of what an ultra-progressive Jew of today calls 
provisionalism in social service. He writes: 


“There are two fallacies that affect the social 
reform movements of today. The substitution of power 
for right is one. What I venture to call the fallacy 
of provisionalism is the second. This is the fallacy 
of the opportunist movements. ‘Lead the laboring 
classes provisionally up to the level of sufficiency, or 
of decent existence, and then we shall see.’ But man 
does not act without ends, and unless we define the 
ultimate end, we give license to the proximate ,ends. 
In other words we simply cannot act provisionally. 
We cannot ignore our spiritual nature without offend- 
ing against it. We may start with the idea of serving 


46 Jerushalmi Berakot I 3c and IV 7d: msnasmns 9223 yer mn mss pwn 
mya orbwi mins mans wees wNY pmyy ow. 
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it, but without explicit definition of it we shall pre- 
sently find ourselves disgraced in all sorts of idola- 
tries *e 


If we are right in our contention that the dominant 
meaning of God is supreme value, it follows that the Jewish 
linkage of benevolence and God calls for the realization 
through benevolence of supreme values and not merely 
proximate ones. The mere feeding, clothing and sheltering 
of the body is a counterfeit benevolence. Benevolence must 
create or, at least aim to create a strengthened, a harmonious 
and a beautified personality in each of the parties involved. 
Provisionalistic social service or reform is as much out of 
keeping with the spirit of traditional Judaism as it is with 
the spirit of the ultra-modernized Jew from whom quotation 
has just been made. 

The great Midrash on benevolence, Leviticus Rabba, 
actually states, 34, 16, that peace between the suffering in- 
dividual.on the one hand and God on the other is one of the 
most significant possibilities of benevolence.*® We need not 
overlook its essential naiveté in order to credit this passage 
with at least some dim perception that spiritual goals to 
benevolence are of profound importance. 

Not trivial values, then, but superlative ones must be 
sought in social work if we are to translate into modern 
reactions the ancestral view that charity is divine. Trivial values 
are not divine. Only exalted values are divine. That the 
soul and not merely the flesh must be the aim of all social 
endeavor is thus a conviction in which the teachings of the 
past and the insights of the present strikingly coincide. 


47 Felix Adler, An Ethical Philosophy of Life, London and New York, 
1918, p. 53. 

48 Leviticus Rabba 34.16: no oa8 nD .Byans) swy mn pn pee ss mn VN 
mops voNw mob Ang AMS Poy ojeD oaNT IMDS pw bp yND pwr cae inva by pwr ann onde 
235 o93 ndbw mwy idxs qd 
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